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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION 
 
 
EXAMINING SCHOOL READINESS 
 
This research study was conducted to provide information on school readiness. 
While there is no national definition for school readiness, states and organizations have 
developed various definitions to highlight readiness skills that have been deemed 
important for kindergarteners. The early childhood developmental domains that are often 
cited in these individual definitions are physical (fine/gross motor), social-emotional, 
cognition (academics), and communication skills. By considering a holistic approach of 
school readiness, a child’s development is not isolated to mastering one domain to be 
“ready” for school. 
While most states do not have a statutory school readiness definition, many have 
been measuring school readiness skills for several years. In the 1980’s, a number of states 
screened or tested children’s readiness skills using standardized assessments before 
kindergarten entry. In the 1990’s, the attention moved from using a child’s score to 
determine their placement to assessing a child’s strengths and weaknesses in various skill 
areas that were associated with identified school readiness criteria. Over the last few 
years, the focus has continued to shift to include monitoring state-wide school readiness 
levels and guiding planning and instruction. 
With no universal definition of school readiness, no universal school readiness 
measurement instrument exists. However, there are school readiness instruments 
currently being developed to address the needs of states and school districts. The need for 
reliable and valid instruments to focus on the various developmental skill levels of young 
children across domains is apparent. The school readiness instrument, the AEPS 
(Assessment Evaluation Programming System)-3 Ready, Set 4.0, is being developed to 
do just that, providing a holistic approach to measuring school readiness. Skills in the 
following areas are to be assessed on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0: gross motor, fine 
motor, adaptive, cognitive, social-communication, social-emotional, literacy, and math. 
The instrument is to be used by kindergarten teachers to access students in the categories 
listed above once the school year starts. The information gathered from the AEPS-3 
Ready, Set 4.0 would provide teachers with authentic, holistic data on the school 
readiness skills of children in their class. 
Through teacher surveys, this school readiness study aimed to answer if field 
users agreed on the content of the AEPS Ready, Set 4.0 in terms of sequence, breadth, 
clarity, relevance, and functionality and if field users agreed on the scoring, item and 
criteria, and usefulness of the AEPS Ready, Set 4.0 for its intended purposes. 
 
KEYWORDS: School Readiness, Measuring School Readiness, Defining School 
Readiness, Assessment Evaluation Programming System-3 Ready, Set 4.0 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
School readiness, upon entry into kindergarten, is of interest to families, policy 
makers, communities, politicians, and educators (Fonseca, 2017; DiBello and Neuharth- 
Pritchett, 2008; Aiona, 2005; Maxwell and Clifford, 2004; Saluja, Scott-Little, and 
Clifford, 2000). While there is no national definition for school readiness, states and 
organizations have developed various definitions to highlight readiness skills that have 
been deemed important for children starting kindergarten. The early childhood 
developmental domains that are often cited in these individual definitions are physical 
(fine/gross motor), social-emotional, cognition (academics), and communication skills. In 
1995, the leading national early childhood organization, National Association for the 
Education Young Children (NAEYC), published a position statement on school readiness 
that focused on the “whole” child. While over 20 years old, this statement remains 
NAEYC’s most current school readiness position paper stating that “children’s social 
skills, physical development, intellectual abilities, and emotional adjustments are equally 
important areas of development, and each contributes to a child’s adaptation to school 
life” (1995, p. 1). By considering a holistic approach of school readiness, a child’s 
development is not isolated to mastering one domain to be “ready” for school. 
NAEYC’s school readiness position statement came shortly after the National 
Education Goals Panel (NEPG) published educational goals to be met by the year 2000. 
The first of these national educational Goals centered on school readiness. The Goal 
stated, “by the year 2000, all children will start school ready to learn” (National 
Education Goals Panel, 1999, p. 1). NEGP, consisting of then-President George Bush and 
state governors, highlighted the five developmental domains that impact a child’s 
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readiness for school. These domains were physical, cognition, social/emotional, 
language, and approaches to learning (National Task Force on School Readiness, 1991). 
Like NAEYC, NEGP provided guidelines of considering the “whole” child when 
defining school readiness and recognizing and acknowledging that school readiness is not 
just about academic skills (e.g., knowing the alphabet and counting to 20). 
While various states have issued school readiness reports on or after the year 2000 
(the readiness Goal from NEPG), North Carolina leads the way with regard to focusing 
on the “whole child” when reporting on state-wide school readiness. In 2000, North 
Carolina published a school readiness report regarding the status of the “readiness” of the 
children (including the domains of health and physical development, social and emotional 
development, approaches toward learning, language development and communication, 
and cognition and general knowledge), “readiness” of the schools, and the “readiness” of 
communities throughout the state. The report stated, “no single area adequately 
represents a child’s condition or readiness as he or she enters school” (Ready for School 
Goal Team, 2000). While Kentucky followed the lead of North Carolina and identified 
five domains of school readiness, Kentucky went a step further and published a state 
school readiness definition that was released in 2010. The five domains of the Kentucky 
school readiness definition included approaches to learning, health and physical well- 
being, language and communication development, social and emotional development, 
and cognitive and general knowledge (Kentucky Department of Education). Kentucky’s 
development of a school readiness definition sets it apart from many states in America. 
As of January 2018, 18 states had adopted school readiness definitions, seven states had 
promoted definitions (but with no formal adoption), four states had definitions under 
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development, three states were listed as having an alternative model of a definition (e.g. 
framework or indicators), and the remaining states had no definition (Institute of 
Education Sciences Regional Education Laboratory Program, 2018.) 
While most states do not have a statutory school readiness definition, many have 
been measuring school readiness skills for several years. In the 1980’s, a number of states 
screened or tested children’s readiness skills using standardized assessments before 
kindergarten entry. The results of these were often used to place children in classes based 
on their demonstrated skills or delay their entry into school (Hughes, White, Foley, & 
Devine, 2018; Aiona, 2005; Saluja et. al., 2000). In the 1990’s, measuring school 
readiness shifted (National Association for the Education of Young Children, 1995) and 
some states wanted to “profile the condition of children as they enter school and to 
develop classroom curriculum activities to better meet the needs of children” (Saluja et 
al., 2000, para. 32). The attention moved from using a child’s score to determine their 
placement to assessing a child’s strengths and weaknesses in various skill areas that were 
associated with identified school readiness criteria. In 2016, 34 states had “developed 
language” around the assessment of child’s school readiness skills (National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2016). 
With no universal definition of school readiness, a universal school readiness 
measurement instrument does not currently exist. While there are tools available that 
measure various components of school readiness, a commercial instrument is under 
development that focuses on the “whole child”. The AEPS® (Assessment Evaluation 
Programming System)-3 Ready, Set 4.0 is being developed to provide a holistic approach 
of assessing school readiness. Skills in the following areas are to be assessed: gross 
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motor, fine motor, adaptive, cognitive, social-communication, social-emotional, literacy, 
and math. While states continue to move towards assessing school readiness, a holistic 
instrument is needed. 
Research Questions 
 
The purpose of this research study was to conduct a content validity study (relevancy, 
breadth, and clarity) and a utility survey of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness 
instrument for kindergarten-aged children. 
The current study aimed to answer the following questions: 
 
Question 1: Do field users agree on the content of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 
in terms of sequence, breadth, clarity, relevance, and functionality? 
Question 2: Do field users agree on the scoring, item and criteria, and 
usefulness of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 for its intended purposes? 
Terms 
 
1. Content Validity-The degree to which the content of a test or instrument measures 
what it was designed to measure. “Content validity is a subjective judgment of 
experts about the degree of relevant construct in an assessment instrument” 
(Yaghmale, 2003, p. 6). 
Significance and Implications of the Research 
 
The purposes and research implications of this project are explained below. 
 
Purpose One. The content validity study examined kindergarten teachers’ 
perceptions of a holistic school readiness instrument. “Content validity is a subjective 
judgment of experts about the degree of relevant construct in an assessment instrument" 
(Yaghmale, 2003, p. 26). While no universal school readiness definition or measurement 
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tool exists, it is important to gather information from those who work with kindergarten 
students on a daily basis. Gaining the perspective of the kindergarten teachers on the 
AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 instrument during development provides insight in to how 
practitioners view the tool. 
Purpose Two. The utility study examined kindergarten teachers’ perceptions of a 
holistic school readiness instrument. By administering the instrument, the kindergarten 
teachers had experience with the instrument and were able to provide feedback based on 
the implementation of the tool. The feedback provided was based on measuring the 
readiness of the “whole” child, per the make-up of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school 
readiness instrument. 
Implications. Both studies have implications for the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 
developers regarding making updates and modifications to the instrument prior to it 
becoming commercially available. It also has implications for kindergarten teachers, 
program administrators (on a local, state, and national level), and policymakers to have a 
holistic tool to better measure and understand school readiness. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
School Readiness 
 
While the last update of NAEYC’s position statement on school readiness was 
revised in 1995, its focus is still relevant today with the three main components of the 
statement including: 
1) experiences of young children; 
 
2) children’s developmental level: and 
 
3) appropriate expectations of young children 
 
These three areas of focus encompass the five areas as outlined in NEPG’s Goal 1. They 
each reflect NAEYC’s position that the burden of being ready for school does not fall on 
the child (Freeman and Brown, 2008) and does not start the summer before a child goes 
to kindergarten. 
Instead, it begins many years before formal schooling starts. The prenatal care that a 
mother receives, the interactions a child has with adults, the environments in which the 
child spends time, and the quality of early care are factors in a child’s readiness for 
school. When describing children’s readiness for school, Hansen et al. state that “Young 
children may begin their schooling with great differences or disparities, which argues for 
the need for support and interventions to begin earlier and in children’s families and 
neighborhood communities” (2011, p. 98). 
Experiences of Young Children. NAEYC puts the responsibility of a child being 
ready for school on the adults around the child, an important aspect that influences school 
readiness (Peterson, Bruce, Patel, & Chamberlain, 2018: Gadsden, Ford, & Breiner, 
2016; Kagean and Rigby, 2003). A child needs a variety of support (from home to 
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community) to grow and development. Communities, neighborhoods, families, childcare 
programs, businesses, and schools need to realize that children’s experiences and 
opportunities are important components that impact a child’s “readiness” for school. 
According to Pretti-Frontczak (2014), families, schools, and communities need to be 
“ready”. 
For young children in poverty, their experiences (or lack of) prior to starting 
school puts them at a disadvantage even before they walk in the school door for 
kindergarten. “Children who live in poverty, especially for an extended period of time, 
experience limited learning opportunities that can affect their ability and readiness to 
learn, and result in significant developmental delays” (Hilferty, Redmond, & Katz, 2010, 
p. 69). Experiences of exploring one’s community, attending high-quality childcare, 
having engaging conversations with the adults, having stable housing and food sources 
are more likely to develop skills that will enhance a child’s preparation for school. 
“These neighborhoods of concentrated poverty provide more limited opportunities in 
terms of social interaction, positive role models, and other resources important for early 
child development (e.g., quality child care, health facilities, parks and playgrounds)” 
(Karoly, et al., 2005, p. 7). It is vital that communities, families, policy makers, and 
school systems consider the experiences of children when analyzing school readiness 
results. Schools and states must decide the real intent of measuring school readiness: is it 
to label a child “not ready” or create a birth to five community that supports ALL 
children kindergarten readiness to learn and achieve. This idea is not a new concept 
regarding preparing children for school and life success. In 1992, Kagen stated: 
“Supporting institutions that can nurture young children - families, early care and 
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education settings, schools, media, workplaces, neighborhoods, and communities - must 
be regarded as the national prerequisite for a healthy, viable America” (p. 52). 
Children’s Developmental Levels. While more states adopt school readiness 
definitions and assess children’s readiness skills, one criterion that all states currently 
have is an age-eligibility cut-off date for kindergarten. According to the Education 
Commission of the States (2018), the age cut-offs range from July 31 to January 1 (of the 
current school year). In four states, the local education agency decides on a date range 
(http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/mbquestRT?rep=Kq1402). Throughout the years, some 
states have changed the age eligibility date for kindergarten to ensure all children are 
older when starting (Stipek, 2006). With Kentucky’s recent focus on school readiness, in 
2012, KY Senate Bill 24 changed the kindergarten entry date beginning with the 2017- 
2018 school year. The cut-off date was moved from October 1 to August 1 to ensure all 
children start school at the age of 5. However, Saluja, et. al, (2000) points out that “when 
children are 5 years old, they vary greatly with regard to their physical, social, emotional, 
and cognitive development” (para. 5). Thus, having all children start kindergarten at age 
5 does not ensure school readiness for all. While development is on a continuum and a 
child’s ability or skill level does not change automatically by turning 5 years of age, 
Kentucky, along with various states, still want children to be 5 when starting 
kindergarten. 
When school readiness is measured, it becomes the first “screening/testing” of a 
child, unless the child has a suspected disability. Unlike other grade-level testing that 
assesses what a child has learned from the school curriculum, , school readiness testing 
assesses what the child has “learned” from birth to five. Development from birth to five is 
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based on a continuum of development, which needs to be considered when “testing” 
young children. Children do not have the same “curriculum” birth to five as their 
readiness depends on their experiences, environment, and interactions. The educators that 
are reviewing school readiness scores need to an understanding the developmental 
continuum and be able to interpret the information based on this. 
Based on the work of Jean Piaget, Ginsburg and Opper (1998) state: 
 
The child older than 4 years continues to develop sensorimotor schemes 
applicable to a wide range of objects, to improve skills in language, and to 
acquire mental representations for increasingly large portions of the 
surrounding world. But at the same time the child’s development extends into 
a number of new areas. (p. 83). 
Between a child’s development and their experiences, a school readiness score should be 
considered a “snap shot’ and used with other assessment data to determine how best to 
serve the student. 
Appropriate Expectations of Skills. Measuring school readiness differs from 
state to state, meaning expectations or skills being assessed vary. When a state 
determines what is going to be measured, appropriate expectations of skills should be 
considered. It should be understood that while a skill, such as alphabet knowledge, may 
be listed on a school readiness instrument, it is not a skill that is expected of all young 
children (Drouin, Horner, & Sondergeld, 2012.) An understanding of developmental 
expectations for young children provides practitioners, families, and policy makers with a 
knowledge of what skills are appropriate for a young child to possess. Getting a perfect 
10  
score on a school readiness instrument should not be an expectation for a child. Adults 
having a realistic expectation of children’s skills is what is critical. 
Assessment 
 
According to Daily, Burkhauser, and Halle, in 2010, 29 states reported two 
reasons for assessing school readiness. Seven of the 29 states assessed school readiness 
“to monitor statewide levels of school readiness” (p. 5), and the remaining 22 states did 
so “to guide instruction and practice on an individual child level and to screen for 
development delays” (p. 5). 
Stedron and Berger (2010) stated: 
 
the drive to better understand the readiness of kindergartners for formal school 
increases, states will be challenged to balance the needs and value of readiness 
assessments for the student, the classroom, and ultimately, to better understand 
the current and future well-being of the state’s earliest public school attendees. (p. 
11). 
A variety of commercial instruments exist to assess young children’s 
development and skill acquisition. With early childhood assessment instruments readily 
available, it is important for states and school districts to remember to “take 
measurement issues into consideration, such as the reliability and validity of a tool in 
relation to specific purposes, forms of reporting and uses of assessment data” (Council 
of Chief State School Officers, 2011, p. 3). Given the large number of commercial 
assessment instruments available, the variation from state to state has grown 
tremendously over the last several years. According to Brown, Scott-Little, Amwake, 
and Wynn, in 2007, nine instruments were routinely used to measure school readiness 
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across states. In 2018, The Institute of Education Science Regional Education 
Laboratory Program provided an updated list of the current kindergarten assessments 
being used across all 50 states. In this report, 12 states did not report any assessment 
used, one reported “local discretion”, twenty-five reported “state developed”, and twelve 
reported using a commercial instrument. The list of the commercial assessments varied, 
with five instruments listed most often. The most common instrument cited was the 
Teaching Strategies GOLD® Assessment System (Heroman & Tabors, 2010). It was 
referenced by nine states, either as the only assessment used or as a choice for 
practitioners. Table 2.1 describes this assessment instrument. 
Table 2.1 
 
Most Common Early Childhood Screening and Assessment Instrument for School Readiness 
 
School 
Readiness 
Instrument 
Purpose of 
Instrument 
 Focus of 
Instrument 
Administration 
of Instrument 
Valid and 
Reliable 
Teaching 
Strategies 
GOLD 
Gather 
authentic data 
on children 
through 
ongoing 
observations 
 Social- 
Emotional 
 
Language 
Physical 
Cognitive 
Literacy 
Mathematics 
Science & 
Technology 
Social Studies 
The Arts 
Ongoing, 
observational 
 
Daily 
Yes 
Source: Teaching Strategies GOLD 
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Teaching Strategies GOLD (TS GOLD) was designed to be completed through 
ongoing observations and to assess the “whole” child. It was not designed to provide a 
“snapshot” screen of a child. The TS GOLD website describes the assessment as 
“authentic, ongoing, observation-based assessment system” (Teaching Strategies GOLD, 
n.d). Being a school readiness instrument is not listed in the description. The Council of 
Chief State School Officers state that “there is a considerable risk of negative unintended 
consequences when a measure designed for one purpose is used for other purposes” 
(2011, p. 3.) 
There is a need for school readiness instruments to be developed to appropriately 
measure school readiness skills as defined by states and school districts. The need for 
reliable and valid instruments to focus on the various developmental skill levels of young 
children across domains is apparent. As states continue to develop their own tools and/or 
allow practitioners to choose from a provided list, inconsistent messages of school 
readiness will continue to be the norm. Even with a mixed message of what instrument to 
use, there is agreement that measuring school readiness should encompass assessing the 
“whole” child (Raikes, 2017; Graue, 2006). “Early learning guidelines and school 
readiness assessments that take a comprehensive or holistic view of child development 
will be most effective in supporting and measuring children’s school readiness (Daily, et 
al. 2010, p. 5). 
Adequacy 
 
The technical adequacy of assessment instruments is critical in the field of 
education, including early childhood (EC) and early childhood special education (ECSE). 
Macy, et al. (2015) states that “increasingly EC and ESCE professionals, as well as state 
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and federal agencies, require that assessment/evaluation instruments have defensible 
psychometric properties addressing validity, reliability, and utility” (p. 177). Thus, the 
reason it is important that assessment instruments measure what they claim to measure. 
While the terms reliability and validity are often used simultaneously when 
describing an assessment instrument, each represents a separate aspect of technical 
adequacy. Reliability is the extent to which an instrument produces consistent results over 
time. Validity is the extent to which an instrument measures what it was created to measure. 
Validity “is the degree to which all the accumulated evidence supports the intended 
interpretation of test scores for the proposed use” (American Educational Research 
Association (AERA), American Psychological Association (APA), & National Council of 
Measurement in Education (NCME), 2014, p. 14). 
There are three main types of validity in regard to assessment instruments: content 
validity, construct validity, and criterion-related validity. Content validity “measures the 
extent to which items in the instrument reflect the purpose of the data collection effort” 
(Russ-Eft, 1980, p. 6). Drost (2011) describes two ways to determine the content validity 
of an instrument or tool: “(1) ask a number of questions about the instrument or test; 
and/or (2) ask the opinion of expert judges in the field” (p. 118). Rutherford-Hemming 
(2005) describe the importance of content validity regarding field users recognizing and 
understanding what it is they are being asked to evaluate. In her research in nursing 
studies, she states that information “needs to be written so experts can fully understand 
the entirety of content and accurately assess whether items in the simulation are relevant” 
(2005, p. 392). 
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The next type of validity to be defined is construct validity. Construct validity 
involves determining if a test or instrument measures what it claims to measure. Russ-Eft 
(1980) describes that the concern of construct validity is to determine “whether the 
indicator actually measures some construct” (p. 7). The third type of validity is criterion- 
related. Criterion-related validity is the ability of a test to predict an outcome that has 
been defined as a criterion. There are two types of criterion-related validity: concurrent or 
predictive. Sprinthall (2007) defines concurrent validity as “the test scores are correlated 
with an already established and accepted measure of the construct under study” (p. 516) 
and predictive validity as being “based on the degree to which test scores can be used to 
predict future performance” (p. 516). 
Information regarding an assessment instruments reliability and validity should be 
available for review prior to purchase and/or implementation. As school readiness 
assessments continue to be developed, early childhood professionals need to research the 
reliability and validity of the instrument and determine if it meets the given need. 
“Reliability and validity together are used to establish the accuracy of measures and for 
determining how they should be used” (Sprinthall, 2007, p. 530). 
The utility of an assessment instrument also needs to consider in regards to 
technical adequacy. During the development stage of an instrument, it is important to 
measure components such as item and criterion scoring and usefulness for intended 
purposes. Kane (2006) refers to this validation. He describes two “usages” of validation 
for measurement purposes: (1) it “involves the development of evidence to support the 
proposed interpretation and uses” (p. 17) and (2) its ”associated with an evaluation of the 
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extent to which the proposed interpretations and uses are plausible and appropriate” 
(p.17). 
Terms 
 
1. Assessment: Systematic process of gathering data to document and evaluate 
educational needs and skill acquisition. “A flexible process of synthesizing qualitative 
and quantitative information about a child and his or her developmental context to 
identify strengths and needs, to plan individual programs, and to promote developmental 
progress” (Bagnato, Neisworth, & Pretti-Frontczak, 2010, p. 6) 
2. Reliability: “Probability that repeating a research procedure or measure would 
produce identical or similar results” (Briggs and Coleman, 2007, p. 92). 
3. Validity-An instrument or test measures what it was designed to measure. 
 
4. Criterion-Related Validity: The degree to which a tool or instrument is 
determined valid based on its correlation with external criterion. 
5. Concurrent Validity: The degree to which a tool or instrument is correlated 
with a previously validated tool or instrument. 
6. Construct Validity: The degree to which a test or instrument measures a 
specific construct or trait. “Rather than examine test items developed from test 
objectives, one examines construct validity by comparing test results with the 
variables that explain the behaviors” (Wortham, 2008, p. 67). 
7. Content Validity: The degree to which the content of a test or instrument 
measures what it was designed to measure. 
8. Predictive Validity: The degree to which a score on a test or instrument 
predicts future performance. 
16  
9. Utility: Designed for practical use; having a number of useful, appropriate 
purposes. 
History of AEPS (Assessment Evaluation Programming System) 
 
The AEPS® has a long history that began in 1974. Evolving from an informal 
meeting of early childhood practitioners that were concerned about the assessment of 
children with disabilities, what would eventually become the AEPS®, began to be 
developed, field tested, and updated. Throughout the evolution of the AEPS®, the focus 
has maintained meeting the assessment needs of children with special needs, while 
producing meaningful educational outcomes. With the vast work that had to be 
completed, the core work group began to meet regularly and apply for various funding 
agencies to keep the work moving. After the development of numerous versions, the roll 
out of the second addition of the AEPS® occurred in 2002. Through this work, the 
AEPS® authors merged into a non-profit group, Early Intervention Management and 
Research Group (EMRG), to guide and steer the continued AEPS® work. 
In the beginning, the AEPS® work focused on the age range of birth to 2 years 
and included assessing a large number of developmental milestones (upward to 600). 
Throughout the years, while the work narrowed down the number of milestones to assess, 
the authors were continually asked to include an assessment for the preschool years. 
When the second edition of the AEPS® was published in 2002, it included a 4-set 
volume of curriculum and assessments for ages birth to three (Level I) and three to six 
(Level II). 
As a curriculum-based assessment, the AEPS® was developed to link assessment 
data from the domains of fine motor, gross motor, adaptive, cognitive, social- 
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communication, and social to curriculum and instruction. Bagnato, Neisworth, and Pretti- 
Frontczak (2010) define linking to be “the content of what we assess about children is the 
same thing as the content of what we teach them to do” (p. 12). Early childhood 
professionals, through authentic assessment, could use the data collected on children to 
determine the next steps of instruction and curriculum (linking). 
With regard to assessing school readiness, an AEPS® instrument, AEPS-3 Ready, 
Set 4.0, is in the process of being developed. Currently 40 items across the following 
categories- fine motor, gross motor, adaptive, cognitive, literacy, math, social- 
communication, and social-emotional -are being field tested to measure school readiness. 
The instrument is to be used by kindergarten teachers to access students in the categories 
listed above once the school year starts. It is being designed as an observational tool with 
a skill-based scoring system of 2-1-0 (2 = the skill is “always” demonstrated or mastered, 
1 = the skill is “sometimes” demonstrated or emerging, and 0 = “never” or not ready.) 
The information gathered from the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 will provide teachers with 
authentic, holistic data on the school readiness skills of children in their class. 
Terms 
 
1. Authentic Assessment: Systematic gathering of data through ongoing 
observations in a child’s natural setting. 
2. Curriculum-Based Assessment: “Any approach that uses direct observation 
and recording of a student’s performance in the local school curriculum as a basis for 
gathering information to make instructional decisions” (Deno, 1987, p. 41). 
3. Criterion-Based Assessment: Assessment that provides information on a 
child’s performance compared with others regarding a specific skill or content area. 
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4. Holistic approach: Assessing children in all areas of development (cognitive, 
social-emotional, language, physical) 
5. Norm-Referenced Assessment- Assessment “ranking a student’s performance 
against their peers in a particular cohort “(Burton, 2006, p. 73). 
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CHAPTER 3: METHOLDOLOGY 
 
Overview of Studies 
 
Two separate studies were conducted to determine the content validity and the 
utility of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. The first study was a 
content validity study that focused on item sequence, breadth, clarity, relevance, and 
functionality of school readiness skills identified in the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school 
readiness instrument. Participants were asked to fill out a survey after reviewing the 
instrument. The second study evaluated the utility of the AEPS Ready, Set 4.0 school 
readiness instrument. Participants were asked to administer the instrument on children in 
their classrooms and then provide feedback regarding scoring, item and criterion, and 
usefulness of the tool for its intended purposes. Both studies used survey methodology to 
collect data. 
The AEPS researchers have been conducting content validity and utility studies 
around the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument for a few years now. 
These studies have been conducted with kindergarten teaching staff around Kentucky and 
other parts of the United States. The findings from the current studies will be shared with 
the AEPS researchers for consideration in their current data. 
Study One: Content Validity 
 
Method 
 
Participants 
 
Teachers. The participants in this study were thirty-six (36) kindergarten teachers 
from Fayette County Public Schools (FCPS) in Lexington, KY. The teachers were chosen 
to participate because of teaching kindergarten in Fayette County Public Schools. 
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Teachers were provided a Kindergarten Study Cover Letter (see Appendix B) with the 
initial email (see Appendix A) regarding expectations for participation. Table 3.2 
provides the demographic information for the participating kindergarten teachers 
regarding teaching degrees. Table 3.3 provides the demographic information for the 
participating kindergarten teachers regarding teaching experience. 
Table 3.2 
Study One: Demographic Statistics for 
Participating Teachers (N =36) 
  
Degree Demographic f % 
Degree   
Bachelors   
Non-Specified 1 2 
Elementary Education (K-5) 11 30 
Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education 4 11 
PreK through 5th grade 1 2 
K-8 self-contained 1 2 
Masters 
  
Non-Specified 2 5 
Elementary Education (K-5) 2 5 
Leadership 1 2 
Bachelors & Masters 
  
K-5; Reading 1 2 
K-5; Non-Specified 1 2 
K-5; LBD 1 2 
K-5; K-5 1 2 
Non-Specified; K-5 1 2 
National Board Certification 
  
EC Generalist 1 2 
EL 1 2 
Non-Specified 1 2 
No Response 4 11 
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Table 3.3 
Study One: Degree Demographic Statistics 
  for Participating Teachers (N =36)  
  
Degree Demographic f % 
Years Teaching Kindergarten   
0-5 12 33 
6-10 11 30 
11-15 3 8 
16-20 5 13 
21-25 1 2 
25+ 0 0 
No Response 4 11 
Overall Years Teaching   
0-5 4 11 
6-10 12 33 
11-15 3 8 
16-20 8 22 
21-25 4 11 
25+ 1 2 
No Response 4 11 
 
 
Researcher. The researcher served as the co-investigator for the study. The 
researcher graduated from the University of Kentucky in 1997 with a bachelor’s degree 
in Family Studies with a major in interdisciplinary early childhood education. She then 
graduated with a master’s degree in Family Studies with major in early childhood 
education from the University of Kentucky in 1999. In 2012, the researcher was issued a 
KY Birth to Primary Consultant certificate. She also holds a professional certificate for 
instructional leadership supervisor of instruction, level 2, from Eastern Kentucky 
University, received in 2015. She has 20 years of experience working in the field of early 
childhood education. The experience includes being a public school preschool teacher, 
public school preschool resource specialist, public school early childhood gap 
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intervention specialist, and associate director of a public school early childhood 
department. The researcher was working towards her Ph.D. in early childhood education. 
Procedure 
Recruitment. Prior to contacting content validity survey participants, the Fayette 
County Public Schools (FCPS) data department director was contacted regarding 
prerequisites for research requests in Fayette County. The prerequisite for this study was 
for a FCPS sponsor to be assigned. The FCPS data department director became the 
sponsor after talking with the researcher and reading the research request that had been 
submitted. 
One week before the content validity survey was sent to potential FCPS 
kindergarten teacher participants, all FCPS elementary principals were sent an email 
alerting them that the content validity survey would be shared with kindergarten teachers 
via FCPS email the following week (Appendix A). One week after the principal email 
about the content validity study was sent, 128 FCPS kindergarten teachers received a 
recruitment email with the details of the content validity survey that included an 
explanation of what would be expected and the number of questions to complete 
(Appendix A). The researcher sent all correspondences via her University of Kentucky 
email address. Two weeks after receiving the recruitment email, all FCPS kindergarten 
teachers were sent a second email with a Qualtrics® survey link, an AEPS-3 Ready, Set 
4.0 instrument, the directions for completing the survey, and the 2-week timeline for 
completion (Appendix A). One day after the email was sent to kindergarten teachers, the 
researcher met with FCPS principals face-to-face at a district leadership meeting to 
discuss the study and ask for assistance in recruiting participants. All elementary 
23  
principals were asked to share information about the survey during their weekly staff 
meetings and remind kindergarten teachers to check their email junk boxes due to the 
researcher’s emails coming from a Gmail account. The researcher shared that she was 
available to attend staff meetings and share information about the survey. A few 
principals followed up with the researcher after the meeting via email stating the 
information had been shared with staff. 
With low participant numbers after the closing of the survey, another email was 
sent to kindergarten teachers approximately two weeks after the survey closed, informing 
them the survey had been extended for another two weeks. (Appendix A). After 
considering the survey result numbers in late spring after the first extension, an additional 
extension date was provided. Kindergarten teachers were emailed by the researcher at the 
end of the school year with an end of the year extension date (Appendix A). A FCPS 
senior director emailed the kindergarten teachers from a FCPS email address reminding 
them of the survey and providing the extension date (Appendix A). Tables 3.4 and 3.5 
provide a timeline of the correspondences and extensions. 
Table 3.4  
Timeline of FCPS contact 
Date Recipient Method Sender/Presenter 
January 30 Principals Email Researcher 
February 6 K Teachers Email Researcher 
February 7 Principals Face-to-Face Researcher 
February 19 K Teachers Email Researcher 
March 19 K Teachers Email Researcher 
May 14 K Teachers Email Researcher 
May 24 K Teachers Email District 
  Administrator  
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Table 3.5    
Deadline for survey 
  completion  
Deadline and Extensions Deadline Date Notification Sender/Presenter 
Original March 5 Email Researcher 
First extension March 30 Email Researcher 
Second extension June 1 Email Researcher & 
District 
  Administrator  
 
 
Materials. The materials that were used in this study were a copy of the AEPS-3 
Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument and the content validity survey. 
Research Design 
 
For this study, a descriptive research design was used to determine the content 
validity of a school readiness instrument. Kothari (2004) states “descriptive research 
includes surveys and fact finding enquires of different kinds” (p. 2). The method used for 
data collection for this study was inquiry-based survey research. The survey 
questionnaire items were generated from the draft AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school 
readiness instrument to measure the content validity of the tool. 
The survey questionnaire collected data on kindergarten teachers’ perceptions 
about the content validity of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. 
“Content validity is a subjective judgment of experts about the degree of relevant 
construct in an assessment instrument” (Yaghmale, 2003, p. 26). The items were either 
open-ended or scaled (using a 4-point ordinal scale) (Table 3.6). 
Research has documented various ways to calculate content validity, including the 
content validity index (CVI). Polit and Beck (2006) states “there is considerable 
agreement about how to compute the item-level CVI, which we refer to for the purpose of 
25  
clarity as the I-CVI” (p. 490). The ordinal scale was dichotomized as relevant and not 
relevant in order for the I-CVI to be computed. Relevant was defined as the number of 
participants giving a rating of either 3 or 4 on an item then divided by the total number of 
participants. For individual item scores regarding the I-CVI, an interpretation can be 
assigned regarding if it is appropriate, needs revision, or needs to be eliminated. 
“Judgment on each item is made as follows: If the I-CVI is higher than 79 percent, the 
item will be appropriate. If it is between 70 and 79 percent, it is consider to need revision. 
If it is less than 70 percent, it is eliminated” (Zamanzaden et. al, 2015, p. 172). 
After the calculation of the I-CVI, the scale-level CVI/Average (S-CVI/Ave) will 
be determined for item relatedness, item clarity, and criterion clarity. These data are 
presented after the corresponding I-CVI tables. Polit and Beck (2006) stated that “it is 
best to conceptualize the S-CVI/Ave as the average I-CVI value because this puts the 
focus on average item quality rather than on average performance by the experts” (p. 
493). Items that were rated relevant (a score of three or four on the survey) are what are 
considered in the content validity average in order to determine if the item is appropriate, 
needs revision, or needs to eliminated. The average is based on the quantity of relevant 
responses and not individual scores. See Tables 4.16, 4.22, and 4.28 for I-CVI scores and 
S-CVI/Averages. 
The content validity survey responses from rom the Qualtrics® survey were 
processed in the statistical software, Stata (StataCorp, 2017). In the Stata software, 
the specific program that was used to run the data was eda, Version 0.0.5 (Buchanan, 
2018). 
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Table 3.6   
4-point Ordinal Scale   
Item Related Item Clarity Criterion Clarity 
1[ not related] 1[not clear] 1[not clear] 
2[somewhat related] 2[somewhat clear] 2[somewhat clear] 
3[quite related] 3[quite clear] 3[quite clear] 
4[ very related] 4[very clear] 4[very clear] 
 
 
Content Validity Survey. The 40 items on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 instrument 
were used to develop the content validity survey. Table 3.7 provides a list of the items by 
cluster (fine motor, gross motor, adaptive, cognitive, literacy, math, social- 
communication, social-emotional). On the survey, in each cluster, skills were listed with 
a corresponding criterion. For each skill and its criterion, item relatedness, item clarity, 
and criterion clarity was rated using a rating scale of 4 to 1. (4) being strongly 
related/clear to (1) being not related/clear. The survey also provided a place for teachers 
to provide comments on any item they scored a 1 or 2. See Appendix H for content 
validity survey details. 
Table 3.7 
 
AEPS-3 Ready, Set Assessment Areas 
Clusters Content areas  No. of Items 
Fine Motor Functional Skill Use 1 
 Mechanics of Writing 1 
 Total for Area: 2 
Gross Motor Movement & Coordination 2 
 Active Play 1 
 Total for Area: 3 
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Table 3.7 (continued).  
Adaptive Eating and Driving 1 
 Personal Safety 1 
 Total for Area: 2 
Cognitive Reasoning 2 
 Scientific Discovery 4 
 Total for Area: 6 
Literacy Phonological Awareness 4 
 Alphabet Knowledge 2 
 Vocabulary and Story Comprehension 2 
 Writing 2 
 Total for Area: 10 
Math Quantitative Relations 1 
 Math Symbols 3 
 Addition and Subtraction 2 
 Total for Area: 6 
Social-Communication Social Use of Language 3 
 Total for Area: 3 
Social-Emotional Interactions with Peers 1 
 Independent and Group Participation 4 
 Meeting Social Expectations 3 
 Total for Area: 8 
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36 FCPS kindergarten teachers completed an online Qualtrics® survey regarding 
the content of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. During the spring 
semester, while the survey window was open, teachers examined the instrument and then 
completed the survey via an online link that had been emailed to the group by the 
researcher. Once completed, the researcher analyzed the results for content validity. 
Study Two: Utility 
 
Method 
 
Participants 
 
Teachers. The four participants in this study were kindergarten teachers from 
Franklin County Public Schools in Kentucky. They were chosen to participate because of 
teaching kindergarten in Franklin County Public Schools. Table 3.8 shows the 
demographic information for the participating teachers. Consent forms were provided to 
the teachers by the researcher, see Appendix D: Franklin County Teacher Consent Form. 
Table 3.8  
Study 2: Demographic Statistics for Participating Teachers (N=4) 
Degree Demographic f % 
Gender   
Female 3 75 
Male 1 25 
Years Teaching Kindergarten   
0-5 3 75 
6-10 1 25 
Overall Years Teaching   
0-5 2 50 
6-10 2 50 
Teaching Certificate   
Bachelors in Early Ed 3 75 
Masters in Early Ed 1 25 
Experience with administering an AEPS instrument   
Yes 0 0 
No 4 100 
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Researcher. The researcher served as the co-investigator for the study. The 
researcher graduated from the University of Kentucky in 1997 with a bachelor’s degree 
in family studies with a major in interdisciplinary early childhood education. She then 
graduated with a master’s in Family Studies with major in early childhood education 
from the University of Kentucky in 1999. In 2012, the researcher was issued a KY Birth 
to Primary Consultant certificate. She also holds a professional certificate for 
instructional leadership supervisor of instruction, level 2, from Eastern Kentucky 
University, received in 2015. She has 20 years of experience working in the field of early 
childhood education. The experience includes being a public school preschool teacher, 
public school preschool resource specialist, public school early childhood gap 
intervention specialist, and associate director of a public school early childhood 
department. The researcher was working towards her Ph.D. in early childhood education. 
Procedure 
Recruitment. Prior to sending out the utility survey, the Franklin County Board 
of Education was contacted regarding approval for sending out the survey. After 
receiving approval from Franklin Board of Education, the 13 Franklin County 
kindergarten teachers were sent individual emails regarding participation (Appendix C). 
Due to finding out the system that housed the administration training video (that had to 
be watched before administering the school readiness instrument) was going to be 
unexpectedly unavailable for 5-weeks, the study was extended to the following school 
year. The five participants who had signed consent to participate during the end of the 
school year were asked to extend their participation into the next school year. Three 
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agreed, two declined due to personal and personnel changes for the next school year. One 
participant reached out to the researcher saying they had reached out to other Franklin 
County kindergarten teachers telling them about the study and asking them to participate. 
After additional IRB approval was received the following school year, a 
recruitment email was sent to the six new Franklin County kindergarten teachers 
(Appendix C). One additional teacher agreed to be in the study and signed the consent 
form. The three participants from the previous school year were sent new consent forms 
to complete. Another participant signed on to participate due to face-to-face recruitment 
from the study’s other co-sponsor. A total of five participants signed consent, but only 
four completed the study. One participant completed some of the tasks of the study, but 
did not administer the instrument to students in the classroom. 
Materials. The materials that were used in the study were a copy of the AEPS 
Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument and the utility survey. 
Research Design 
 
For this study, a descriptive research design was used to determine the utility of a 
school readiness instrument. The method used for data collection for this study was 
inquiry-based survey research. The survey questionnaire items were generated from the 
draft AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument to measure teachers’ 
perceptions of the utility of tool (scoring, items and criterion, usefulness for intended 
purpose). The teachers completed the survey after administering the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 
4.0 school readiness instrument to two children in their kindergarten class. The survey 
included both rating scales and comment sections. 
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Five Franklin County kindergarten teachers completed the study consent form. 
Teachers were asked to recruit two children in their classroom to administer the AEPS 
Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument on. The teachers were sent parent consent 
forms to have families complete for the children they recruited. Upon receiving parent 
consent, teachers were sent an email with a Dropbox link that contained AEPS Ready, 
Set training videos in regard to administering the AEPS Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness 
instrument. Study packets included parent consent forms (Appendix E), additional copies 
of the teacher information form (Appendix G), two copies of the AEPS Ready, Set 4.0 
school readiness instrument, and a paper copy of AEPS Ready, Set 4.0 utility survey 
were hand delivered to each of the respective schools (four total). 
Once the participants secured children from their classroom to screen, completed 
the training videos, completed the consent form, and completed the teacher information 
form, they administered the instrument to the children. After administering the 
instrument, the participants emailed the researcher to pick up the completed assessments 
and the utility survey. Once picked up, the researcher confirmed all the steps were 
completed and then the incentives were delivered to the respective schools. The 
incentives included a $25 Target gift card, a book for the participating children, and a 
Brookes Publishing resource book. 
A total of seven children were recruited to participate in the study. One teacher 
was only able to secure one child, after reaching out to several families in her classroom. 
Utility Survey. The 40 items on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 instrument were used 
to develop the utility survey. Table 3.7 provides a list of the items by cluster (fine motor, 
gross motor, adaptive, cognitive, literacy, math, social-communication, social-emotional) 
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that are on the survey. See Appendix I for utility survey details. The utility survey 
consisted of three sections that included the following: (I.) scoring; (II.) items and criteria 
(strand and goals from eight clusters); (III.) usefulness of AEPS for its intended purposes. 
Each section had a rating scale of 4 to 1. (4) being strongly agree and (1) being strongly 
disagree. See Table 3.9. Teachers marked their answers in the corresponding rating scale 
box. 
Table 3.9 
4-point scale Utility Survey   
Section I. Scoring Section II: Items & Criteria Section III: Usefulness 
1[strongly disagree] 1[strongly disagree] 1[strongly disagree] 
2[disagree] 2[disagree] 2[disagree] 
3[agree] 3[agree] 3[agree] 
4[strongly agree] 4[strongly agree] 4[strongly agree] 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
 
Study One: Content Validity Review 
 
Results for the content validity study are presented in frequency tables. The 
frequency tables were generated in the StataCorp software system. Tables provide a clear, 
visual representation of the data that were collected in the study. “The preparation of 
tables and graphs is a crucial tool in the analysis and production/publication of results, 
given that it organizes the collected information in a clear and summarized fashion” 
(Pereira et al., 2014, p. 280). The eight areas (fine motor, gross motor, adaptive, 
cognitive, literacy, math, social-communication, social-emotional) are listed separately 
with data from each cluster presented and analyzed. Any qualitative data that were 
provided by a participant regarding a rating will provided at the end of the respected 
section. 
Each area was examined below regarding the frequency of responses to the items 
that were assessed: item relatedness, item clarity, and criterion clarity. After the last 
frequency table in a section, an analysis of the data is provided. Only frequency tables 
that reflect an item scored with a rating 1or 2 is presented. These ratings are defined as 
not clear/related or somewhat clear/related. 
Item Relatedness. Tables 4.10 through 4.15 show the frequency of the answers 
for item relatedness across areas. The areas is the title of the frequency table. Table 4.16 
is the I-CVI chart for item relatedness. There were no items regarding item relatedness in 
the cognitive and social-communication areas that had a rating of not related (1) or 
somewhat related (2). Thus, no frequency distribution tables are included for these areas. 
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Table 4.10 
Item Relatedness Distribution: 
Fine Motor (FM) Items 
  
FM Skill: Manipulates object with 2 hands, each performing 
  different action  
Item Relatedness f % 
Not related 1 3 
Somewhat related 2 6 
Quite related 8 25 
Very related 6 18 
Non response 15 46 
 
 
For item relatedness for fine motor skill manipulates object with 2 hands 
responses of not related and somewhat related were given. Three participants rated 
manipulating object with 2 hands as either not related or somewhat related to item 
relatedness. The majority of respondents (n=8) reported this item to be quite related. 
Fifteen participants did not respond to this item. 
Table 4.11 
Item Relatedness Distribution: Gross Motor (G 
GM Skill: Jumps Forward 
M) Items   
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 2 6 
Quite related 10 31 
Very related 3 9 
Non response 17 53 
 
  GM Skill: Skips  
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 2 6 
Quite related 9 28 
Very related 3 9 
Non response 18 56 
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Table 4.11 (continued).  
 
GM Skill: Uses hands to hang on play equipment with bars 
Item Relatedness f % 
Not related 1 3 
Quite related 8 25 
Very related 4 12 
Non response 19 59 
 
 
All three items in the gross motor section of item relatedness received a rating of 
not related or somewhat related. The item that received a rating of not related was uses 
hands to hang on play equipment. In each of the three items, the majority of participants 
who responded (n=10, n=9, n=8) rated it as quite related. Each of these gross motor items 
had non-responses by participants (n=17, n=18, and n=19). 
Table 4.12 
Item Relatedness Distribution: Adaptive (AD) Items   
  AD Skill: Uses culturally appropriate dining skills    
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 3 
Quite related 6 18 
Very related 6 18 
Non response 19 59 
 
  AD Skill: Recognizes and reports information regarding safety  
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 3 
Quite related 3 9 
Very related 9 28 
Non response 19 59 
 
 
Both items in the adaptive section of item relatedness received a score of 
somewhat related. For uses culturally appropriate dining skills, six participants rated the 
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item quite and very related. For recognizes and reports information regarding safety, the 
majority of participants that responded (n=9) rated it as very related. Each item had a 
number of non-responses (n=19). 
 
Table 4.13   
Item Relatedness Distribution: Literacy (LIT) Items   
  LIT Skill: Produces rhyming words  
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 3 
Very related 10 31 
Non response 21 65 
   
  LIT Skill: Segments cvc works into individual sounds   
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 10 
Very related 10 31 
Non response 21 65 
   
LIT Skill: Reads simple cvc and sight word text   
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 3 9 
Very related 8 25 
Non response 21 65 
   
LIT Skill: Demonstrates understanding of abstract story vocab 
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 3 
Quite related 1 3 
Very related 8 25 
Non response 22 68 
 
 
For the literacy area of item relatedness, four items, produces rhyming words, 
segments cvc works into individual sounds, reads simple cvc and sight word text, and 
demonstrates understanding of abstract story vocab were identified by participants as 
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being somewhat related. Reads simple cvc and sight word text was the item with the 
majority (n=3) of the somewhat related responses for item relatedness. The majority of 
participants (n=8) rated all four items as very related. The non response rate for these 
items was twenty-one or twenty-two. 
Table 4.14 
 
Item Relatedness Distribution: Math (MA) Items  
 
MA Skill: Compares items in sets of 11 to 20 by counting 
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 3 
Quite related 1 3 
Very related 9 28 
Non response 21 65 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MA Skill: Reads and writes symbols for addition and equals 
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 3 
Quite related 2 6 
Very related 8 25 
Non response 21 65 
 
MA Skill: Reads and writes symbol for subtraction 
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 2 6 
Quite related 2 6 
Very related 7 21 
Non response 21 65 
MA Skill: Reads and writes numeral for quantities 11-20 
Item Relatedness f % 
Somewhat related 1 3 
Quite related 2 6 
Very related 8 25 
Non response 21 65 
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For math item relatedness, four items, compares items in sets of 11 to 20 by 
counting, reads and writes numeral for quantities 11-20, reads and writes symbols for 
addition and equals, and reads and writes symbol for subtraction received at least one 
rating of somewhat related. Reads and writes symbol for subtraction received two ratings 
of somewhat related. The majority of participants that responded across all items rated 
each of the items as very related. Twenty-one participants did not respond to item 
relatedness in the math area. 
Table 4.15 
 
Item Relatedness Distribution: Social-Emotional (S/E) Items 
 
S/E Skill: Relates identifying information about self 
Item Relatedness f % 
Not related 1 3 
Quite related 3 9 
Very related 7 21 
Non response 21 65 
 
 
One participant rated relates identifying information about self for social- 
emotional item relatedness as not related. The majority of participants that responded 
(n=7) rated this item as being very related. The non response rate for this skill regarding 
item relatedness was twenty-one. 
Table 4.16 
 
Item Relatedness: Calculation of I-CVI to determine S-CVI/Ave 
 
  Relevant Not relevant   
Cluster Items (rating 3 or 
  4)  (rating 1 or 2) 
I-CVIs Interpretation 
Fine Motor 1 14 3 0.82 Appropriate 
 2 17 0 1 Appropriate 
Gross Motor 3 13 2 0.86 Appropriate 
 4 12 2 0.85 Appropriate 
 5 12 1 0.92 Appropriate 
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Adaptive 6 12 1 0.92 Appropriate 
 7 12 1 0.92 Appropriate 
Cognitive 8 12 0 1 Appropriate 
 9 12 0 1 Appropriate 
 10 12 0 1 Appropriate 
 11 12 0 1 Appropriate 
 12 12 0 1 Appropriate 
 13 12 0 1 Appropriate 
Literacy 14 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 15 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 16 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 17 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 18 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 19 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 20 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 21 9 1 0.9 Appropriate 
 22 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 23 11 0 1 Appropriate 
Math 24 10 1 0.9 Appropriate 
 25 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 26 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 27 10 1 0.9 Appropriate 
 28 9 2 0.81 Appropriate 
 29 9 2 0.81 Appropriate 
Social- 
Communication 30 11 0 1 
 
Appropriate 
 31 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 32 11 0 1 Appropriate 
Social-Emotional 33 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 34 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 35 10 0 1 Appropriate 
 36 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 37 11 0 1  
     Appropriate 
 38 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 39 10 0 1 Appropriate 
 40 10 1 0.9 Appropriate 
 
 
For item relatedness, all 40 items on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 had an I-CVI of 
higher than 79%, making it appropriate to keep the item as is. The S-CVI/AVE for the 
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AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school instrument for item relatedness is 96%. This was tallied by 
taking the I-CVI of 38.51 and dividing by 40. 
Item Clarity. Tables 4.17 through 4.21 show the frequency of the answers for 
item clarity across all areas. Table 4.22 is the I-CVI chart for item clarity. There were no 
items regarding item clarity in the math, social-communication, and social-emotional 
areas that had a rating of not related or somewhat related . Thus, no frequency 
distribution tables are included for those areas. 
Table 4.17 
Item Clarity Distribution: Fine Motor (FM) Item s  
FM Skill: Manipulates object with 2 hands, 
each performing different action 
  
Item Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 2 6 
Quite clear 11 34 
Very clear 3 9 
Non response 16 50 
 
 
FM Skill: Holds writing tool using three-finger grasp to write or draw 
Item Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 12 37 
Non response 15 46 
 
 
For the two items in the fine motor area regarding item clarity, manipulates object 
with 2 hands received a response of somewhat clear and holds writing tool using three- 
finger grasp received a response of not clear. Manipulating objects with 2 hands had the 
highest number of participants (n=11) rate it as quite clear. Holds writing tools with 
three-finger grasp had the highest number of responses (n=12) for very clear. The non- 
response rate for these items was fifteen and sixteen. 
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Table 4.18 
 
Item Clarity Distribution: Gross Motor (GM) Items  
GM Skill: Uses hands to hang on play equipment with bars 
Item Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Quite clear 5 15 
Very clear 6 18 
Non response 20 62 
 
 
For item clarity, one participant rated the gross motor item of uses hands to hang 
on play equipment with bars as somewhat clear. The majority of participants that 
responded (n=6) rated the item as very clear. Twenty participants did not respond to this 
item. 
Table 4.19 
 
Item Clarity Distribution: Adaptive (AD) Items 
AD Skill: Uses culturally appropriate dining skills 
Item Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 3 9 
Table 4.19 (continued).   
Very clear 8 25 
Non response 20 62 
   
AD Skill: Recognizes and reports information regarding safety 
Item Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 7 21 
Non response 20 62 
 
For the two adaptive items uses culturally appropriate dining skills and 
 
recognizes and reports information regarding safety in regards to item clarity, each 
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received a rating of not clear or somewhat clear. Uses culturally appropriate dining skills 
was rated by a participant as being not clear. The majority of participants that responded 
did rate this item as being very clear (n=8). For recognizes and reports information 
regarding safety, the largest number of participants that responded (n=7) reported the 
item as very clear. Each item had twenty participants that did not respond. 
Table 4.20 
 
Item Clarity Distribution: Cognitive (COG) Items  
 
COG Skill: Solves problems using multiple strategies 
Item Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 6 18 
Very clear 5 62 
Non response 20 50 
 
 
COG Skill: Draws plausible conclusions 
  
Item Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 6 18 
Very clear 5 62 
Non response 20 50 
 
 
COG Skill: Expands simple observations and explorations 
 
Item Clarity 
 
f 
 
% 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 6 18 
Very clear 5 62 
Non response 20 50 
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Table 4.20 (continued).  
 
COG Skill: Anticipates outcome of investigation 
Item Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Somewhat clear 2 6 
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 5 15 
Non response 20 62 
 
 
 
COG Skill: Investigates to test hypothesis   
Item Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 5 15 
Very clear 6 18 
Non response 20 62 
 
 
COG Skill: Transfers knowledge 
  
Item Clarity f % 
Not Clear 1 3 
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 7 21 
Non response 20 62 
 
 
All items in the cognitive area received a rating of not clear by one participant. 
 
Three items (anticipates outcome of investigation, investigates to test hypothesis, 
transfers knowledge) received the highest number of responses (n=5, n=6, n=7) for the 
very clear rating. The remaining three areas (solves problems, draws plausible 
conclusions, expands simple observations and exploration) received the highest number 
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of responses (n=6, n=6, n=6) for the quite clear rating. Each item had twenty participants 
not respond. 
Table 4.21 
Item Clarity Distribution: Literacy (LIT) Items   
LIT Skill: Segments compound words   
Item Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Quite clear 2 6 
Very clear 8 25 
Non response 21 65 
 
 
 
LIT Skill: Names all upper and lower case letters of alphabet 
Item Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Very clear 10 31 
Non response 21 65 
 
LIT Skill: “Reads” back own dictation to label or caption a 
picture 
Item Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Very clear 9 28 
Non response 22 68 
 
 
Each of these three items, segments compound words, names all upper and lower 
case letter of alphabet, and “reads” back own dictation to label or caption a picture, in 
item clarity in the literacy area, had one participant rate with it with somewhat clear. The 
majority of responses for each of the three items was very clear (n=8, n=10, n=9). Two of 
the items, names all upper and lower case letters of alphabet and “reads” back own 
dictation to label or caption a picture, received either a rating of somewhat clear or very 
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clear. The non-response rate varied between items from twenty-one to twenty-two 
participants. 
Table 4.22 
Item Clarity: Calc ulation of I- CVI to determ ine S-CVI/Ave   
  Relevant Not relevant 
  
Cluster Items 
 
I-CVIs Interpretation (rating 3 or 
4) 
(rating 1 or 
2) 
Fine Motor 1 14 2 0.87 Appropriate 
 2 16 1 0.94 Appropriate 
Gross Motor 3 12 0 1 Appropriate 
 4 12 0 1 Appropriate 
 5 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
Adaptive 6 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
 7 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
Cognitive 8 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
 9 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
 10 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
 11 9 3 0.75 Need Revision 
 12 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
 13 11 1 0.91 Appropriate 
Literacy 14 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 15 10 1 0.9 Appropriate 
 16 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 17 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 18 10 1 0.9 Appropriate 
 19 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 20 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 21 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 22 9 1 0.9 Appropriate 
 23 11 0 1 Appropriate 
Math 24 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 25 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 26 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 27 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 28 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 29 11 0 1 Appropriate 
Social- 
Communication 30 11 0 1 
 
Appropriate 
 31 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 32 11 0 1 Appropriate 
Social-Emotional 33 11 0 1 Appropriate 
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34 10 0 1 Appropriate 
35 11 0 1 Appropriate 
36 11 0 1 Appropriate 
37 11 0 1 Appropriate 
38 11 0 1 Appropriate 
39 11 0 1 Appropriate 
40 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 
For item clarity, 39 items on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 had an I-CVI of higher 
than 79%. The S-CVI/AVE for the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school instrument for item 
clarity is 96%. This was tallied by taking the I-CVI of 37.79 and dividing by 39-the 
number of “appropriate” items as listed in the chart. The item that needs revision and was 
not included in the average calculation was cognitive (item 4): anticipates outcome of 
investigation. This is labeled as number 11 on the chart above, as it is the eleventh item 
on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. 
Criterion clarity. Tables 4.23 through 4.27 show the frequency of the responses 
for criterion clarity across the areas of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness 
instrument. There were no criterion clarity items in areas of math, social-communication, 
and social-emotional that had a rating of not related or somewhat related. Thus, no 
frequency distribution tables are included for these areas in criterion clarity. Table 4.28 is 
the I-CVI chart for criterion clarity. 
 
Table 4.23 
Criterion Clarity Distribution: Fine Motor (FM) Items  
FM Skill: Manipulates object with 2 hands, each performing different action 
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Somewhat clear 3 9 
Quite clear 8 25 
Very clear 4 12 
Non response 16 50 
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Table 4.23 (continued).   
  FM Skill: Holds writing tool using three-finger grasp to write or draw  
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 2 6 
Very clear 11 34 
Non response 18 56 
 
 
Both fine motor items, manipulates with 2 hands and holds writing tool using three- 
finger grasp to write or draw, received a rating of not clear from a participant for 
criterion clarity. Manipulates objects with 2 hands received a somewhat clear rating from 
three participants, with the highest rating for this item being quite clear (n=8). For holds 
writing tool using three-finger grasp regarding criterion clarity, eleven participants 
reported it as being very clear. The non response rate for these items was sixteen and 
eighteen. 
Table 4.24   
Criterion Clarity Distribution: Gross Motor (GM) Items 
GM Skill: Jumps forward   
Criterion Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Table 4.24 (continued).   
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 8 25 
Non response 19 59 
GM Skill: Skips   
Criterion Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 7 21 
Non response 20 62 
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Both of the gross motor items, jumps forward and skips, for criterion clarity 
received a rating of somewhat clear from one participant. The majority of the remaining 
respondents (n=8, n=9) rated the items, jumps forward and skips, with the highest rating 
of very clear. The non response numbers for these items were nineteen and twenty. 
Table 4.25 
Criterion Clarity Distribution: Adaptive (AD) Items 
  AD Skill: Uses culturally appropriate dining skills  
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 2 6 
Very clear 9 28 
Non response 20 62 
 
 
The adaptive item, uses culturally appropriate dining skills, for criterion clarity 
received a rating of not clear from one participant. The highest number of participants 
(n=9) scored the item with the highest rating of very clear. Twenty participants did not 
respond to this item. 
Table 4.26 
Criterion Clarity Distribution: Cognitive (COG) Items 
  COG Skill: Solves problems using multiple strategies  
Criterion Clarity f %  
Not clear 1 3  
Quite clear 5 15  
Very clear 5 15  
Non response 21 65  
 
 
COG Skill: Draws plausible conclusions   
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 5 15 
Very clear 5 15 
Non response 21 65 
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Table 4.26 (continued). 
 
COG Skill: Expands simple observations and explorations 
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 5 15 
Very clear 5 15 
Non response 21 65 
   
COG Skill: Anticipates outcome of investigation 
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Somewhat clear 2 6 
Quite clear 3 9 
Very clear 5 15 
Non response 21 65 
 
 
COG Skill: Investigates to test hypothesis   
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 6 18 
Non response 21 65 
 
 
 
  COG Skill: Transfers knowledge    
Criterion Clarity f % 
Not clear 1 3 
Quite clear 4 12 
Very clear 6 18 
Non response 21 65 
 
 
All items in the cognitive area for criterion clarity received a rating of not clear by 
one participant. Anticipates outcome of investigation received a rating of somewhat clear 
from two participants. Three items (anticipates outcome of investigation, investigates to 
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test hypothesis, transfers knowledge) received the highest number of responses (n=5, 
n=6, n=6) in the very clear rating. The remaining three items (solves problems, draws 
plausible conclusions, expands simple observations and exploration) received the same 
number of ratings for quite clear (n=5) and very clear (n=5) regarding criterion clarity. 
For each item, twenty-one participants did respond. 
Table 4.27 
Clarity Criterion Distribution: Literacy (LIT) Items  
LIT Skill: Segments compound words 
 
Criterion Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Quite clear 1 3 
Very clear 8 25 
Non response 22 68 
 
LIT Skill: Names all upper and lower case letters of alphabet 
Criterion Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Very clear 9 28 
Non response 22 68 
 
 
LIT Skill: “Reads” back own dictation to label or caption 
Criterion Clarity f % 
Somewhat clear 1 3 
Quite clear 1 3 
Very clear 9 28 
Non response 21 65 
 
 
Each of these items in the literacy area regarding criterion clarity, segments 
compound words, names all upper and lower case letters of the alphabet, and “reads” 
back own dictation to label or caption, received a response of somewhat clear from one 
participant. The majority of participants that responded (n=8, n=9, n=9) rated each of 
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these items as very clear in criterion clarity. These non response rates for these items was 
twenty-one and twenty-two. 
Table 4.28 
Criterion Clarity : Calculation of I-CVI to dete 
Relevant 
rmine S-CV 
Not 
relevant 
I/Ave    
Cluster Items 
 
I-CVIs Interpretation  
(rating 3 or 
4) 
(rating 1 
or 2) 
Fine Motor 1 12 4 0.75 Need Revision  
 2 13 1 0.92 Appropriate  
Gross Motor 3 12 1 0.92 Appropriate  
 4 11 1 0.91 Appropriate  
 5 12 0 1 Appropriate  
Adaptive 6 11 1 0.91 Appropriate  
 7 12 0 1 Appropriate  
Cognitive 8 10 1 0.9 Appropriate  
 9 10 1 0.9 Appropriate  
 10 10 1 1 Appropriate  
 11 8 3 0.72 Need Revision  
 12 10 1 0.9 Appropriate  
 13 10 1 0.9 Appropriate  
Literacy 14 10 0 1 Appropriate  
 15 9 1 0.9 Appropriate  
 16 10 0 1 Appropriate  
 17 10 0 1 Appropriate  
 18 9 1 0.9 Appropriate  
 19 10 0 1 Appropriate  
 20 10 0 1 Appropriate  
 21 11 0 1 Appropriate  
 22 10 1 0.9 Appropriate  
 23 11 0 1 Appropriate  
Math 24 11 0 1 Appropriate  
 25 11 0 1 Appropriate  
 26 11 0 1 Appropriate  
 27 11 0 1 Appropriate  
 28 11 0 1 Appropriate  
 29 11 0 1 Appropriate  
Social- 
Communication 30 11 0 1 
 
Appropriate 
 
 31 11 0 1 Appropriate  
 32 11 0 1 Appropriate  
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Social- 
Emotional 33 10 0 1 
 
Appropriate 
 34 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 35 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 36 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 37 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 38 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 39 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 40 11 0 1 Appropriate 
 
 
For criterion clarity, 38 items on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 had an I-CVI of 
higher than 79%. The S-CVI/AVE for the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school instrument for 
criterion clarity is 97%. This was tallied by taking the I-CVI of 36.96 and dividing by 38- 
the number of “appropriate” items as listed in the table. The items that need revision and 
were not included in the average calculation was fine motor item, manipulates objects 
with two hands, listed as number 1 in the chart above and cognitive item, anticipates 
outcome of investigation, listed as number 11 in the above chart. The numbers 1 and 11 
reflect where the item is located in the overall listing of items on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 
4.0 school readiness instrument. 
 
Participant Feedback. Three participants provided written feedback regarding 
the fine motor area on the survey. The first comment was “This is not something we 
measure in the general education classroom”. The second comment applied to both 
items in the fine motor area (manipulates objects with two hands and holds writing tool 
with three-finger grasp) and are as follows: “It is severely lacking in the criteria 
department in which there needs to be a specific list with approved movements that the 
administer can refer to or know what they should be looking for”; “I think this is an 
essential question that is lacking in the current Kentucky screener. However, it again is 
severely lacking in what qualifies as ‘successfully writes’ or ‘draws’. What will happen 
53  
when the child has the correct grip but can only draw a line. Also, as soon as you include 
a completion with assistance category the piece turns biased. Unlike the current 
screener, the Brigance has specific instructions that are to be read with fidelity as to not 
pollute the participants true answers”. The last comment also referenced the fine motor 
area of holds writing tool with three-finger grasp. The comment was “does not give 
examples of movements”. 
Study Two: Utility Review 
 
Results for the utility study are presented below in table and chart format. The 
tables reflect what was asked in section II of the study: Are the goals functional, 
teachable, and easily understandable?, Is criterion understandable?. The tables that are 
provided highlight the areas that received an item rating of disagree, see Tables 4.29 
through 4.33. No items in the math area received a rating of disagree, thus no table is 
provided for the math area. Feedback provided by participants is located in the comment 
section of the tables, as it corresponds with a respective item. No item in the survey 
received a rating of strongly disagree. 
Pie charts (Figure 1 and Figure 2) are used to analyze the information captured in 
section I of the survey regarding the scoring and scoring notes of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 
4.0 school readiness instrument. Slutsky (2014) states: 
 
A pie chart shows classes or groups of data in proportion to the whole data set. 
The entire pie represents all the data, while each slice or segment represents a 
different class or group within the whole. Each slice should show significant 
variations. The number of categories should be generally limited to between 3 and 
10. (p. 68). 
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The first pie chart includes seven questions about scoring, while the second pie 
includes six questions about the scoring notes. There were a total of 13 questions in 
section I of the survey. 
Motor. Table 4.29 examines teacher perceptions of the motor area of the AEPS-3 
Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. The questions included are if the goals are 
functional and teachable. These two questions received responses of disagree and are 
highlighted below. 
Table 4.29 
Motor Skills  
Is Motor Goal Functional? 
  
Disagree 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
A/SA 
% 
 
Comments: 
A. 1 Functional Skill 
Use 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
B. 1 Mechanics of 
Writing 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
C. Movement and 
Coordination 
    
1. Jumps forward 0 4 100  
2. Skips 0 4 100  
D. 1 Active Play 1 3 75 (1) Sometimes 
may not have this on 
playground. (2) Is this as 
vital as crossing midline, 
etc.? Measure of upper 
body strength? 
Is Motor Goal Teachable?     
  
Disagree 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
A/SA 
% 
 
Comments: 
A. 1 Functional Skill 
Use 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
B. 1 Mechanics of 
Writing 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
C. Movement and 
Coordination 
    
1, Jumps forward 0 4 100  
2. Skips 0 4 100  
D. 1 Active Play 1 3 75 See above. 
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In both motor areas of functionality and teach ability, one participant in each area 
reported disagreeing with the item of active play. Based on the participants comments 
about active play, they question both having access on the playground (regarding the 
materials needed to meet the criterion) and the importance of it in regard to other gross 
motor skills (crossing midline). The complete comments of the participants are in the 
table above. 
Cognitive. Tables 4.30 examines teacher perceptions of the cognitive area of the 
AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. The questions included are if the 
goals are teachable and easy to understand and if the criterion easy to understand. These 
two questions received ratings of disagree and are highlighted below. 
Table 4.30 
Cognitive Goals     
Is Cognitive Goal Teachable?     
  
Disagree 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
A/SA 
% 
 
Comments: 
 
A. Reasoning 
1. Solves Problems 
 
 
0 
 
 
4 
 
 
100 (1) Maybe provide an 
    example-I thought about 
math/reading as I was 
assessing. Do they use 
different/several 
strategies to solve? 
2. Draws plausible 
conclusions 
1 3 75 (1) Again, perhaps 
clarify with an example. 
B. Scientific Discovery     
1. Expands simple 
observations 
1 3 75 (1) Observed during 
Friday play (where we 
develop social skills) 
2. Anticipates outcomes 0 4 100  
3. Investigates 1 3 75 (1) Hard to do without 
science center. (2) Again, 
I need an example. The 
criterion is wordy. Ex) 
Does this mean using 
hand to pick or select? 
4. Transfer knowledge 0 4 100  
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Table 4.30 (continued).  
Is Cognitive Goal Easy to Understand?    
 Agree/Strongly A/SA  
Disagree Agree % Comments: 
A. Reasoning    
1. Solves problems 1 3 75 See Above. 
2. Draws plausible 0 4 100 See Above. 
conclusions 
B. Scientific Discovery 
   
1. Expands simple    See Above. 
observations 0 4 100  
2. Anticipates outcome 1 3 75  
3. Investigates 1 3 75 See Above. 
4. Transfer knowledge 0 4 100  
 
 
Is Cognitive Criterion easy to 
Understand? 
 
 
A. Reasoning 
 
 
Disagree 
 
 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
 
 
A/SA 
% Comments: 
1. Solves problems 1 3 75 See Above. 
2. Draws plausible 1 3 75 See Above. 
conclusions 
B. Scientific Discovery 
1. Expands simple 
    
 
See Above. 
observations 0 4 100  
2. Anticipates outcome 0 4 100  
3. Investigates 1 3 75 See Above. 
4. Transfer knowledge 1 3 75  
 
 
In the cognitive section, several items were scored as disagree. In the area of goal 
being teachable the items of draws plausible conclusions, expands simple observations, 
and investigates, each received one response of disagree. In the area of goal was easy to 
understand, the items solves problems, anticipates outcome, investigates, all received one 
response of disagree. In the area of criterion easy to understand, the items of solves 
problems, draws plausible conclusions, investigates, and transfer knowledge, all received 
one response of disagree. Several comments about this area were recorded and provided 
in the table. Two participants asked for examples in this area. 
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Literacy. Table 4.31 examines teacher perceptions of the literacy area of the 
AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. The questions included are if the 
goal is easy to understand and if the criterion is easy to understand. These two questions 
received responses of disagree and are highlighted below. 
Table 4.31 
Literacy Goals     
Is Literacy Goal Easy to 
Understand? 
    
 
Disagree 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
A/SA 
% 
 
Comments: 
A. Phonological Awareness     
1. Produces rhyming 
words 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
2. Segments compound 
words 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
3. Segments syllables 0 4 100  
4. Segments (CVC) 0 4 100  
B. Alphabet Knowledge     
1. Names alphabet letters 0 4 100  
2. Reads simple CVC and 
text 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
C. Vocab and Story 
Comprehension 
    
1. Retells simple story 0 4 100  
2. Demonstrates story 
vocab 
 
0 
 
4 
 
100 
 
D. Writing     
1. "Reads" back own 
dictation 
1 3 75 (1) Multi- 
sentence? Caption 
written by adults? 
What about reads 
back own! So 
could the student 
just repeat what 
adult wrote? 
2. Writes and draws 0 4 100  
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Table 4.31 (continued). _ 
Is Literacy Criterion is Easy to Understand? 
 
Disagree 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
 A/SA 
% 
 
Comments: 
A. Phonological Awareness      
1. Produces rhyming 
words 
 
0 
 
4 
  
100 
 
2. Segments compound 
words 
 
0 
 
4 
  
100 
 
3. Segments syllables 0 4  100  
4. Segments (CVC) 0 4  100  
B. Alphabet Knowledge      
1. Names alphabet letters 0 4  100  
2. Reads simple CVC and 
text 
 
0 
 
4 
  
100 
 
C. Vocab and Story 
Comprehension 
     
1. Retells simple story 0 4  100  
2. Demonstrates story 
vocab 
 
0 
 
4 
  
100 
 
D. Writing      
1. "Reads" back own 
dictation 
 
1 
 
3 
  
75 
 
See Above. 
2. Writes and draws 0 4  100  
 
 
In this area, the same item, “reads” back own dictation, had responses of disagree 
in the two areas: goal and criterion easy to understand. Comments were provided for this 
item in the table. 
Social-Communication. Table 4.32 examines teacher perceptions of the social- 
communication area of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. The 
question included is if the criterion is easy to understand. It is the only question in this 
area that received a disagree. 
Table 4.32 
Social-Communication Goal 
Is Social-Communication Criterion easy to understand? 
 
Disagree 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
A/SA 
% 
 
Comments: 
  A. Social Use of Language     
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Table 4.32 (continued).    
1. Uses language/social interaction 0 4 100 
2. Provides and seeks information 0 4 100 
 1 3 75 
  3. Use conversational rules     
 
 
The item, uses conversational rules, had a response of disagree regarding the 
question if the criterion is easy to understand. No comments were provided for this item. 
Social-Emotional. Table 4.33 examines teacher perceptions of the social- 
emotional area of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. The question 
included is if the criterion is easy to understand. Below is the only question that had a 
disagree regarding criterion clarity. 
Table 4.33 
Social-Emotional Goal     
Is Social-Emotional Criterion easy to 
understand? 
    
  
Disagree 
Agree/Strongly 
Agree 
A/SA 
% 
 
Comments: 
A.1 Interactions with Peers 1 3 75 (1) This is 
confusing 
varies form? 
(2nd sentence 
of criterion is 
circled.) 
B. Independent and Group 
Participation 
    
1. Interacts appropriately in small 
group activities 
0 4 100  
2. Interacts appropriately in large 
group activities 
0 4 100  
3. Initiates and completes 
independent activities 
1 3 75  
4. Resolves conflicts using 
negotiation 
0 4 100  
C. Meeting Social Expectations     
1. Meets observable physical needs 0 4 100  
2. Follows content-specific rules 0 4 100  
3. Relates identifying information 
  about self  
0 4 100  
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In the area of social-emotional, two items were scored disagree in regard to the 
question of the criterion being easy to understand. These items were interactions with 
peers and initiates and completes independent activities. The comment that was provided 
for interactions with peers is referencing confusion with the criterion on the survey. On 
the survey form, the participant circled the following statement regarding the comment 
listed in the table: Child varies form, length, and grammatical complexity of phrases and 
sentences according to listener’s needs and social needs (pragmatic). 
Section I of the utility survey examined teacher perceptions regarding the scoring 
and scoring notes on the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. There were 
13 questions in this section: seven about scoring and six about scoring notes. Figures 1 
and 2 represent the responses. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1. Response rate for scoring (section I), AEPS-3 Ready, Set school readiness 
instrument. 
 
There were seven specific questions about scoring in section 1 on the survey. 
Each question had four responses to choose from (strongly disagree, disagree, agree, 
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strongly agree) giving a possible 28 answers for this section of the survey. Out of the 
possible 28 answers, twenty-two were in agreement and two strongly agreed regarding 
the scoring of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. Only four 
disagreed responses were recorded with the scoring and those items are as follows: the 
scoring options were easy to understand; it is clear when to score a 1 with an “A” note; 
it is clear when to score a 1 with an “I”; it is clear when to score a 1 with an “A” and 
“I”. 
 
Figure 4.2. Response rate for scoring notes (section I), AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 School 
Readiness Instrument. 
 
There were six specific questions about scoring notes in section 1 of the survey. 
 
Each question had four responses to choose from (strongly disagree, disagree, agree, 
strongly disagree) giving a possible 24 answers for this section of the survey. Out of the 
possible 24 answers, eighteen responses were agreed, while one response was strongly 
agreed with the questions regarding scoring notes. Only four responses that disagreed 
62  
with the scoring notes were recorded and those are as follows: scoring notes provide 
useful information that enhance the accuracy of rating children’s performance, it is clear 
when to add a note of “M” for Modification, it is clear when to add a note of “Q” for 
Quality, it is clear when to add a note of “R” for Report of performance. One participant 
did not answer the question regarding if scoring notes are easy to understand. 
Section III of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 utility survey focused on the usefulness 
of the instrument for its intended purposes. This section consisted of five statements and 
participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with each statement based on the 
following scale: strongly agreed (4) to strongly disagree (1). The five statements were: 
(1) AEPS Ready, Set is easily administered in the school setting; (2) AEPS Ready, Set 
items provide useful information for summarizing individual child strengths in regards to 
school readiness; (3) AEPS Ready, Set items provide useful information for monitoring 
school readiness skills; (4) AEPS Ready, Set items are readily available in the classroom 
setting; and (5) Requiring the use of I and/or A with a 1 score will provide useful 
information. All, but one statement, AEPS Ready, Set items are readily available in the 
classroom setting, received responses of agree/strongly agree. One participant disagreed 
with items being readily available in the classroom setting. Each of the five statements in 
section III received one response of strongly agree. A comment was provided by a 
participant about concern regarding not having an item in the classroom. 
At the end of the survey, participants were asked to record the amount of time and 
the duration (in days) it took them to administer the AEP-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school 
readiness assessment. The participant who administered the instrument to only one study 
recorded a time of 60 minutes and a duration of “within a two-week period”. The other 
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three participants who administered the instrument to two students recorded the following 
times and duration: 7 hours over 1 day, 15 minutes over 2 days, and 30 minutes over 2 
days. 
Participants were also asked to list strengths and weaknesses of the instrument. 
While all participants provided a strength, one comment was not legible on the survey 
and was not included. The strengths that were reported were: 
• Very easy to administer! 
 
• The value of information it gives you to guide instruction. 
 
• Covers all domains. 
 
All participants, expect one, listed weaknesses of the instrument. The weaknesses 
reported were: 
• Having time to give it since so many other assessment K gives at the 
beginning of the school year. 
• I would have liked viewing more people administering the assessment. I am a 
visual learner. 
• It’s kinda of long and lots of this information you can easily get from 
observation in the first 1-2 weeks of school. 
Participants were also asked to provide any additional information regarding their 
experience using the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. One participant 
commented on the survey itself, and two commented on taking part in the survey. 
Comments were also provided that gave feedback about the administering of the 
instrument. All participants completed the comment section of the survey. The comments 
were as follows: “I often wished I had a “somewhat agree” or neutral option for the 
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evaluation (not readable) of the tool”; “Thank you for the experience! I have only given 
the Brigance test, so it was interesting! ”; “Very easy to understand”, “Like that the 
criterion is listed”, “Wish materials were provided to use like with Brigance”, “Some 
concepts needed visuals”; “The AEPS-3 Ready, Set provides very useful information. I 
enjoyed being part of this study”. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the content validity and utility of the 
AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument by surveying current kindergarten 
teachers regarding their perceptions of the tool. 
For the content validity study, sequence, breadth, clarity, relevance, and 
functionality were investigated. The first research question analyzed field users responses 
regarding the item relatedness, clarity of items and criterion clarity of the AEPS-3 Ready, 
Set 4.0 school readiness instrument. The data indicated that kindergarten teachers were in 
consensus that the overall AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument provided 
item relatedness, item clarity, and criterion clarity in regards to measuring school 
readiness. The S-CVI/AVE calculations for each area of study were: item relatedness, 
96%; item clarity, 96%, criterion clarity, 97%. 
The content validity study results showed that the majority of items on the AEPS- 
3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness instrument yielded responses of quite related/very 
related for item relatedness, item clarity, and criterion clarity. However, in the fine motor 
area, the data indicated that some participants found the fine motor items not related and 
not clear. Fine motor item manipulates objects with two hands received responses of not 
related for item relatedness and criterion clarity, and item holds writing tool using three- 
finger grasp received responses of not related in item clarity and criterion clarity. Both of 
these items received a rating of strongly disagree in the area of criterion clarity. These 
results may indicate that some kindergarten teachers do not understand that fine motor 
skills are an important component of school readiness. Children need the controlled use 
of their hands to be able to manipulate and explore their environment. Three participants 
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provided feedback (the only feedback given on the survey) on the two fine motor items 
listed. Based on the response ratings, the I-CVI calculation indicated the fine motor item 
manipulates objects with two hands “needs revision”. 
In the gross motor area of item relatedness, item clarity, and criterion clarity, the 
majority of responses indicated that participants perceived the items to be quite 
related/clear or very related/clear. The only item in the gross motor area that received a 
response of not related for item relatedness was uses hands to hang on play equipment 
with bars. Gross motor play is an important element for young children. Gripping bars on 
playground equipment help children with both fine and gross motor control. The active 
play also affects their development in other areas. “When children experience the three- 
dimensional world by moving within it, they can building a solid foundation for 
developing skills in other domains” (Newman & Kranowitz, 2012, p. 1.) 
In the cognitive area, participants rated item relatedness as quite/very related. This 
data indicated a consensus among respondents that investigation and problem solving 
skills are part of cognition for young children. However, when the I-CVI for criterion 
clarity was calculated for anticipates outcome of investigation in the cognitive area, the 
responses reflected that the item “needs revision”. While participants did not disagree 
with the item’s relatedness or clarity, the data indicated that a closer look at the criterion 
section for this item was needed. 
For item relatedness in the literacy area, the majority of participants reported very 
related. The item names all upper and lower case letters of the alphabet received only 
very related responses, showing a complete agreement among participants. For item 
clarity in the literacy area, the data for the two items produces rhyming words and reads 
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simple cvc and sight words indicated a consensus of very related among participants. In 
regards to school readiness, it is common for literacy skills to be the focus of what is 
expected for young children upon entry into school. Throughout the years, items such as 
phonological awareness, alphabet knowledge, vocab and story comprehension, and 
writing that are assessed in the literacy area of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school 
readiness instrument, have become the markers for school readiness. Daphna, Scott, and 
Rorem (2016) state that from 1981 to 2010, “the percentage of kindergarten teachers who 
report that they agree or strongly agree that children should learn to read in kindergarten 
increased sharply from 31% to 80%” (p. 5). 
In regards to the math area and the high reporting of very related/clear in the areas 
of item relatedness, item clarity and criterion clarity, the data indicated that participants 
found these math skills very much associated with school readiness. Like literacy, it is 
not surprising that math skills have such a high reporting of very related and clear. Raikes 
(2017) states: “There is a great deal of concordance in measures of early academic skills, 
as evidenced by similar items in existing measures of children’s early math and literacy 
skills” (p. 514). 
In the social-communication area, item relatedness, item clarity, and criterion 
clarity, received ratings of either quite related/very related from participants, with the 
majority being very related/very clear. The data indicated that kindergarten teachers 
perceive language and communication skills as important aspects of school readiness, 
which is consistent with early childhood research. “Children’s most important social skill 
is children’s ability to socialize with school environment, which can be observed through 
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their interaction with peers and teachers at school” (Rahmawati, Tairas, & Nawangsari, 
2018, p. 208). 
The data from the social-emotional area of the survey was consistent with current 
findings of the importance of social-emotional skills and the impact on future life 
success. Liew (2012) states: “Thus, children with good effortful control skills were likely 
to be good citizens who developed and maintained positive school relationships that 
could then provide them with support network for learning and future achievement” (p. 
107). The majority of participants rated item relatedness, item clarity, and criterion clarity 
in social-emotional area as quite clear/related to very clear/related. This data indicated 
that the participants understood the importance of social-emotional skills and their impact 
on school readiness. There was one item identifying information about self that had a 
response of not related regarding item relatedness. This is a surprising response since it is 
important for young children to know demographic information about themselves (e.g., to 
be able to self-identify or provide information to an adult in an emergency situation). 
In the utility study, field users’ agreement on the scoring, item and criteria, and 
usefulness of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 for its intended purpose were investigated. The 
second research question specifically examined goal functionality, goal teach ability, is 
the goal understandable, and is the criterion understandable. The data indicated that 
kindergarten teachers, who administered the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 instrument, agreed 
that the goals were functional, teachable and understandable and the criterion was 
understandable. Data indicating disagreements amount participants is listed below. 
For this study, gross and fine motor items were combined into one area of math. 
The data indicated that all participants agreed that all items met the criteria. However, in 
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regards to functionality and teach ability of active play, one participant disagreed. 
Participants provided comments about access to active play and questioning how vital 
this skill was compared to “crossing mid-line”. It is important for early childhood 
educators to understand the important of active play. “Two dimensional activities on 
computer screens do little do develop and enhance preschoolers’ sensory, perceptual and 
visual-motor skills” (Newman & Kranowitz, 2012, p. 1). Another concern is Kentucky’s 
high obesity rate. In 2015, Kentucky’s Pre-K obese rate ranked sixth in the country 
(fitky.org, 2015). It critical for early childhood educators to see the importance of active 
play and how it relates to school readiness. 
In the cognitive area of the utility study, one participant disagreed with the teach 
ability and the understandability of the goal. The items of disagreement were draws 
plausible conclusions, expands simple observations, and investigates. One participant 
also responded with disagreement to the teach ability and whether the goal and criterion 
for the item transfers knowledge was understandable.. The philosophy of early childhood 
is built on exploration and problem solving. It is the early childhood educator’s 
responsibility to promote and facilitate these skills. The disagreement may be due to the 
lack of knowledge in the principles of teaching in early childhood. 
While various perceptions of the AEPS-3 Ready, Set 4.0 school readiness 
instrument were obtained through these studies, it is important to reflect on the findings 
as they relate to the field of early childhood and measuring a child’s school readiness. As 
the literature has described, states and communities measure different school readiness 
skills, use a variety of instruments to do so, and then use the results for various purposes. 
In Kentucky, communities, schools, families, and educators are fortunate to have a 
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statewide school readiness definition to guide the work of measuring school readiness. 
While Kentucky’s definition is holistic and the kindergarten screening tool that is 
currently in place measures the components of the definition, the data from these studies 
indicated some gaps in the perceptions of Kentucky kindergarten teachers and school 
readiness skills. 
Limitations 
 
A major limitation of both studies was the sample size, resultant from recruitment 
issues. Fayette County is the second largest school district in the state of Kentucky. With 
36 elementary schools in the district, it was impossible for the researcher to go to various 
staff meetings during the few months the survey was open to recruitment kindergarten 
teachers face-to-face. The majority of schools had staff meetings on Tuesday afternoons, 
which made it even more difficult for the researcher. During the spring semester when 
the survey rolled out, Kentucky school teachers were advocating in Frankfort for pension 
reform. During this time, FCPS closed for teacher “sick out” days, which affected the 
days teachers were in school. The pension reform debate went on for several weeks 
during this time. The Franklin County teachers were also sent the initial email during the 
pension reform debate in Frankfort. With the tensions of pension reform and teachers 
potentially losing benefits, the focus for several weeks during this spring semester was on 
advocating in Frankfort. The roll out of the survey happened at a difficult time for 
Kentucky teachers. The pension reform debate in Kentucky made national news during 
this time. 
Another limitation to this study was email being the primary mode of recruitment. 
It made it difficult to know if potential participants received the messages. The use of the 
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researcher’s university Gmail account was used as the primary email address for the 
study. This made it even more difficult, as school systems email servers can and do push 
Gmail to junk boxes. Thus, most people do not look in their junk boxes for legitimate 
emails. 
An additional limitation was that using the Qualtrics® online survey system was 
new for the researcher. With the low response rate of the content validity survey, the 
researcher assumed the survey system may have been unfamiliar to the participants as 
well. This may explain why there was a high non-response rate on items. Participants 
may not have fully understood the system and did not know how to fully complete the 
survey causing the non response responses to be higher than expected. Mertler (2003) 
states: 
The issue of equal access to web-based surveys-and to electronic surveys, in 
general-as well as the issues of technological capabilities of the potential 
respondents and access to survey in their workplace truly calls into question the 
extent to which educators, especially in K-12 settings, should be surveyed via 
electronic means (p. 8). 
Mertler’s comments still ring true today, over 15 years later. School systems are 
continually providing in-services and workshops for teachers and staff to keep up with 
technology. In today’s world, keeping up with the vast amount of email that one receives 
is an issue. 
At the end of the last extension, 36 FCPS kindergarten teachers completed the 
teacher demographic information section in Qualtrics®. However, the frequency tables 
that were produced show most of the tables responses and non responses totaled 32. The 
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number of active participants varied as shown in the frequency tables. For example, in 
regard to item relatedness and item clarity in the fine motor area, there were 17 
participants that responded and 15 that did not respond on the item holds writing tool 
with three-finger grasp. Seventeen was the highest response rate among the items. With 
only seventeen of the thirty-two participants responding, the response rate for this item in 
item relatedness and item clarity was 56%. The lowest participant response rate in any 
frequency table was eleven. With eleven out of thirty-two participants responding, the 
response percentage was 34% for those given items. 
For the content validity study, the initial recruitment of participants was 128. With 
the initial response rate of 36 as reported in the Qualtrics® system, the overall percentage 
participating in the study was 28%. However, with the vast number of non respondents, 
this does not depict the actual number who participated. With the most common number 
of participating respondents reflected in any given frequency table being 12 across any 
given item, that number reflects a participation percentage of 9%. If the overall response 
rate of 9% were considered, the results of the content validity survey could be 
questionable. However, per survey research, even surveys with low response rates could 
be considered useful. Baruch and Holtom (2008) report: 
“The research being conducted that the organization level or top executive 
level, there is clear evidence that studies with lower response rates may 
still be published. This appears to be a tacit recognition of the increased 
difficulty in obtaining responses from the population” (p. 148). 
The number of participants in the utility study was also a limitation. Between both 
recruitment efforts in Franklin County, nineteen kindergarten teachers were asked to 
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participate in the study. With four teachers actually completing the study, the percentage 
of participants was 21%. Information from four participants makes it hard to generalize 
about the overall instrument and the findings. 
Future Research/Considerations 
 
In the future, the current content validity study should be replicated in order to 
bring more research and attention to measuring school readiness skills. It is important to 
recruit kindergarten teachers for the school readiness studies since they are typically 
charged with administering school readiness instruments. The recruitment of kindergarten 
teachers, if possible, should have a face-to-face component. In large districts and cities, 
this makes it difficult, especially when there is only one researcher. 
The utility study should also be replicated in the future. Providing kindergarten 
teachers with the opportunity to experience and provide feedback on an instrument during 
its creation is powerful. It provides the assessment developers with authentic views of the 
expectations and misconceptions of an instrument, which is invaluable when the 
instrument becomes commercially available. 
A future consideration is to support kindergarten teachers’ understanding of child 
development and ensure it is consistent with early childhood philosophies. This can be 
done by connecting college-level course work in early elementary and early childhood 
education. A basic understanding of the principles of the developmental continuum, 
expectations for young children, and the importance of assessing all developmental 
domains in regards to school readiness would benefit early elementary teachers, 
especially those wanting to teach kindergarten. These teachers would have a different 
lens to view young children. In Kentucky, the collaboration between early elementary 
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and early childhood education majors could also allow for a common understanding of 
school readiness through the sharing KY’s school readiness definition. 
Another consideration for current practice would be to offer professional learning 
activities to current kindergarten teachers around defining and measuring school 
readiness. The more information shared about the importance of assessing children in all 
developmental domains would benefit practitioners’ understanding of holistic 
assessment. Addressing the misconceptions and misunderstandings of what school 
readiness means and how to interpret school readiness testing results is vital for young 
children. Professional learning activities would provide teaching staff with a foundation 
to move forward to change practice regarding what school readiness means and how to 
interpret school readiness results. 
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APPENDIX A. STUDY ONE: EMAILS SENT TO FAYETTE CTY PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS (FCPS) STAFF (PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS) 
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APPENDIX B. STUDY ONE: KINDERGARTEN STUDY COVER LETTER FOR 
FCPS TEACHERS 
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APPENDIX C. STUDY TWO: EMALS SENT TO FRANKLIN CTY PUBLIC 
SCHOOL K TEACHERS 
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APPENDIX D. STUDY TWO: CONSENT FORMS FOR FRANKLIN CTY PUBLIC 
SCHOOL TEACHERS (FALL AND SPRING) 
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APPENDIX E. STUDY TWO: CHILD CONSENT FORM FOR FRANKLIN CTY 
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APPENDIX F. STUDY TWO: DROPBOX MESSAGE FOR FRANKLIN CTY 
TEACHERS 
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APPENDIX G. STUDY TWO: TEACHER INFORMATION SHEET FOR FRANKLIN 
CTY 
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APPENDIX H. STUDY ONE: AEPS-3 READY, SET 4.0 CONTENT VALIDITY 
SURVEY 
 
 
Content Validity Review 
 
Demographic Information 
 
 
Demographic Information: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What type of teaching certification do you hold? 
 
 
 
How many years have you taught kindergarten? 
0-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
25 or more 
 
 
 
How many years have you been teaching? 
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0-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
25 or more 
 
 
Directions for completing the online survey: 
Each skill on the AEPS Ready, Set is intended to be a measure of a child's readiness for 
school. Please complete the online survey after reviewing the AEPS Ready, Set 
instrument. 
 
There are 8 cluster areas (fine motor, gross motor, adaptive, cognitive, literacy, math, 
social-communication, social-emotional) to be rated on the online survey. Under each 
cluster, a list of items and criteria that relate to that area are listed. Items are listed as 
"Item #A" and "Item #B". Items A&B are the same items and criterion; however, you are 
rating "item relatedness" in Item #A and you are rating "item and criterion clarity" in 
Item #B. 
 
 
Task 1: Indicate in the matrix labeled "Item Related" the degree to which you perceive 
the item and criteria to be a skill that measures a child's readiness for school. The scale 
range is from 1 (not related), 2 (somewhat related), 3 (quite related), and 4 (very related.) 
For each 1 or 2 rating you give, please indicate why you gave it that rating. After each 
cluster is a text box for you to explain your rating. 
 
 
Task 2: Indicate in the matrix labeled "Item Clarity" and "Criterion Clarity" the degree to 
which you perceive an item and criteria to be defined clearly on a scale ranging from 1 
(not clear), 2 (somewhat clear), 3 (quite clear), and 4 (very clear). For each 1 or 2 rating 
you give, please indicate why you gave it that rating. After each cluster is a text box for 
you to explain your rating. You can also provide any suggestions for changes in wording 
of either an item or criterion to provide more clarity. 
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Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
 
Item Clarity 
 
Criterion 
  Related 
1 (not 
related) 2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), 
and 4 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite clear), 
and 4 (very 
clear). 
Clarity 
1 (not clear), 
2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite clear), 
and 
4 (very 
  (very  clear). 
  related).   
 
1 
(fine 
motor) 
Manipulates object with two hands, each performing 
different action 
 
Criterion: Child manipulates object using both hands 
simultaneously, with each hand performing different but 
coordinate movements. 
   
Holds writing tool with using three-finger grasp to write 
or draw 
 
Criterion: Child holds writing tool using thumb, middle, 
and index fingers, and successfully write or draws. 
   
If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not clear) or a 2 
(somewhat related/somewhat clear) in the Fine Motor 
area, please explain why you gave it that rating. Please 
reference the Item number (i.e., Item 1B or Item 2A) in 
your explanation. 
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Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
Related 
1 (not 
related) 2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), 
and 4 (very 
related). 
 
Item Clarity 
1 (not clear), 
2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite clear), 
and 4 (very 
clear). 
 
Criterion 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 (very 
clear). 
2 
(gross 
motor) 
Jumps Forward 
 
Criterion: Child jumps forward with feet together and both 
off surface and lands on the both feet without falling. 
   
Skips 
 
Criterion: Child skips at least 15 feet, using alternating 
step-hop pattern. 
   
Uses hands to hang on play equipment with bars 
Criterion: Child hangs from playground equipment by 
holding bars with both hands for 3-5 seconds with feet off 
ground. 
   
If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not clear) or a 2 
(somewhat related/somewhat clear) in the Gross Motor 
area, please explain why you gave it that rating. Please 
reference the Item number (i.e., Item 1B or Item 2A) in 
your explanation. 
   
111  
 
Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
Related 
1 (not 
related) 2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), 
and 4 (very 
related). 
 
Item Clarity 
1 (not clear), 
2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite clear), 
and 4 (very 
clear). 
 
Criterion 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 (very 
clear). 
3 
(adapti 
ve) 
Uses culturally appropriate social dining skills 
 
Criterion: Child uses social dining skills appropriate 
to culture, such as using napkin to wipe mouth; using 
fingers and utensils properly, washing hands 
before/after meal; helping clear dishes following 
meal; asking to be excused; complimenting meal. 
   
 Recognizes and reports information regarding safety 
 
Criterion: Child independently identifies dangerous 
situations and tells caregiver or other adult. 
   
 If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not clear) or a 2 
(somewhat related/somewhat clear) in the Adaptive area, 
please explain why you gave it that rating. Please 
reference the Item number (i.e., Item 1B or Item 2A) in 
your explanation. 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
Related 
1 (not 
related) 2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), 
and 4 (very 
related). 
 
Item Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite clear), 
and 4 (very 
clear). 
 
Criterion 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 (very 
clear). 
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4 
(cogniti 
ve) 
Solves problems using multiple strategies 
 
Criterion: Child uses multiple and different strategies, that 
include constructing, developing, designing, assembling, 
or formulating new ideas or outcomes to solve problems 
and achieve goals. 
   
Draws plausible conclusions about events beyond 
personal experience 
 
Criterion: Spontaneously or on request, child gives 
relevant reason for suggesting conclusion about 
events child has not experienced. 
   
Expands simple observations and explorations into 
further inquiry 
 
Criterion: Child goes beyond simple sensory observation 
and exploration to ask general questions or extend 
engagement with materials. 
   
Anticipates outcome of investigation 
 
Criterion: Child makes predictive statement or selects 
specific materials to indicate anticipation of immediate or 
future outcome. Actual prediction or hypothesis does not 
have to be correct. 
   
Investigates to test hypotheses 
 
Criterion: Child uses body or selects materials with clear 
intent to test observations, answer questions, or discover 
relationships. 
   
Transfer knowledge 
 
Criterion: Child uses knowledge gained from prior 
investigations to make increasingly complex comparison, 
ask expanded questions, discuss related conclusions, or 
begin associated investigations. 
   
If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not clear) or a 2 
(somewhat related/somewhat clear) in the Cognitive 
area, please explain why you gave it that rating. Please 
reference the Item number (i.e., Item 1B or Item 2A) in 
your explanation. 
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Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
Related 1 
(not related) 
2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), and 
4 (very 
related). 
 
Item 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 (very 
clear). 
 
Criterion 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewha 
t 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 
(very 
clear). 
5 
(literac 
y) 
Produces rhyming words given an oral prompt 
 
Criterion: Child produces a rhyming word after teacher or 
peer provides verbal models of a consonant-vowel- 
consonant word and one rhyming word. Word may be a 
nonsense word. 
   
Segments compound words into component words 
 
Criterion: Child responds with correct two words used in 
simple compound word, when each word is pronounced 
separately. 
   
Segments syllables of two- and three-syllable words 
 
Criterion: Child responds with correct sequence of 
component syllables when two or three syllables in word 
are pronounces separately. 
   
Segments consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words into 
individual sounds 
 
Criterion: Child responds with each separate sound in the 
correct sequence when given CVC word. 
   
Names all upper and lower case letters of alphabet 
 
Criterion: Child correctly states or signs letter name of all 
handwritten or printed upper and lower case letters in 
English or other alphabet, presented separately in 
random sequence. 
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 Reads simple CVC and sight word text 
 
Criterion: Child reads short book or selected pages 
(approximately 8 sentences) with pictures, by sounding out 
CVC words that follow regular decodable patterns and 
recognizing frequently occurring sight words (e.g., a, an, 
and, the, was, in, said, he, it). 
   
 Retells simple story 
 
Criterion: Child retells story from book in own words, in 
correct sequence with beginning, middle, and ending. Child 
retells story in reasonable time frame without looking at 
book or pictures. 
   
 Demonstrates understanding of abstract story vocabulary 
 
Criterion: Child correctly answers questions and uses 
terms (e.g., character, setting, plot, timeline/sequence, 
problem) to discuss or retell stories. 
   
 “Reads” back own dictation to label or caption a picture 
 
Criterion: Child “reads” multi-sentence picture label or 
caption written by adult after child has drawn and 
described picture. “Reading” does not have to be word-for- 
word but must capture the original description without 
major additions or deletions. 
   
 Writes and draws for a variety of purposes 
 
Criterion: Child writes for functional purposes in at least 
three different class activities or routines. Child describes 
drawings or written work spontaneously and when asked. 
   
 If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not clear) or a 2 
(somewhat related/somewhat clear) in the Literacy area, 
please explain why you gave it that rating. Please 
reference the Item number (i.e., Item 1B or Item 2A) in 
your explanation. 
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Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
Related 
1 (not 
related) 2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), 
and 4 
(very 
related). 
 
Item 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 (very 
clear). 
 
Criterion 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 
2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 (very 
clear). 
 
6 
(math) 
Compares items in sets of 11 to 20 by counting 
 
Criterion: Child separately counts items in two sets 
comprised of 11 to 20 items and then compares to correctly 
indicate that one set has more than, less than, or is equal to 
other 
   
 Reads and writes numeral for quantities up to 5 
 
Criterion: When presented with sets of items to 5, child 
writes and labels correct numeral to represent number of 
items. 
   
Reads and writes numeral for quantities 6-10 
 
Criterion: When presented with sets of items from 6 to 10, 
child writes and labels correct numeral to represent 
number of items. 
   
Reads and writes numeral for quantities 11-20 
 
Criterion: When presented with sets of items from 11 to 20, 
child writes and labels correct numeral to represent 
number of items. 
   
Reads and writes symbols for addition (+) and equals (=) 
 
Criterion: Given multiple items, pictures of items or numeral 
cards, child writes or constructs and reads visual equation, 
using + sign to connect the quantities and = sign to indicate 
a sum. Sum need not be correct. 
   
Reads and writes symbol for subtraction 
 
Criterion: Given multiple items, pictures of items, or numeral 
cards, child writes or constructs and reads visual equation, 
using - sign to connect quantities and = sign to indicate a 
difference. Difference need not be correct. 
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 If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not clear) or a 2 
(somewhat related/somewhat clear) in the Math area, 
please explain why you gave it that rating. Please reference 
the Item number (i.e., Item 1B or Item 2A) in your 
explanation. 
   
 
 
 
Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
Related 
1 (not 
related) 2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), 
and 4 (very 
related). 
 
Item Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 (very 
clear). 
 
Criterion 
Clarity 
1 (not clear), 
2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite clear), 
and 4 (very 
clear). 
7 Uses language to initiate and sustain social    
 interaction 
(social- 
commu 
nication 
) 
 
Criterion: Child uses words, gestures, motor 
actions, communication board, cards, etc., in 
commonly    accepted   forms   to establish and 
maintain social exchanges. 
 Provides and seeks information while conversing with 
others using words, phrases, or sentences 
   
 
Criterion: Child uses language to provide to and seek 
information from others. 
 Uses conversational rules when communicating with 
others 
   
 Criterion: Child uses conversational rules to engage in 
two or more consecutive communicative exchanges. 
Child varies form, length, and grammatical complexity 
of phrases and sentences according to listener's 
needs and social needs (pragmatics). 
 If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not clear) or a    
 2 (somewhat related/somewhat clear) in the Social- 
 Communication area, please explain why you gave it 
 that rating. Please reference the Item number (i.e., 
 Item 1B or Item 2A) in your explanation. 
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Cluster 
 
Item with Criterion 
 
Item 
Related 
1 (not 
related) 2 
(somewhat 
related), 3 
(quite 
related), 
and 4 (very 
related). 
 
Item 
Clarity 
1 (not 
clear), 2 
(somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite 
clear), and 
4 
(very 
clear). 
 
Criterion 
Clarity 
1 (not clear), 
2  (somewhat 
clear), 3 
(quite clear), and 4 (very 
clear). 
8 
(social- 
emotio 
nal) 
Maintains cooperative activity 
 
Criterion: Child uses verbal or nonverbal 
strategies to maintain cooperative activity 
and to encourage peer to participate. 
Cooperative activities are those that 
require peers to: 1) work toward common 
goal, 2) share/exchange or assist one 
another with materials, and/or 3) assume 
jobs or roles. 
   
Interacts appropriately with others during 
small group activities 
 
Criterion: Child interacts appropriate with 
others during a variety of structured small 
group activities (i.e., 5 or fewer children). 
   
 Interacts appropriately with others during 
large group activities 
 
Criterion: During a variety of structured 
large group activities (i.e., 6 or more 
children) child interacts appropriately with 
others. 
   
 Initiates and completes independent 
activities 
 
Criterion: Child initiates and completes 
age-appropriate activities without adult 
prompting. 
   
 Resolves conflicts using negotiation 
 
Criterion: Child initiates solution to bring 
about agreement when in conflict with 
peer or adult. 
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 Meets observable physical needs in 
socially appropriate ways 
 
Criterion: Child takes independent and 
socially appropriate action to address 
physical needs such as being dirty, 
containing germs, or being too cold/warm. 
   
 Follows context-specific rules 
 
Criterion: Child follows context-specific 
rules in a variety of community settings. 
   
 Relates identifying information about self 
 
Criterion: Child correctly communicates 
information about self, including first and 
last name, address, and phone number. 
   
 If you scored any item a 1 (not related/not 
clear) or a 2 (somewhat related/somewhat 
clear) in the Social-Emotional area, 
please explain why you gave it that rating. 
Please reference the Item number (i.e., 
Item 1B or Item 2A) in your explanation. 
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APPENDIX I. STUDY TWO: AEPS-3 READY, SET 4l0 UTILITY SURVEY 
 
AEPS-3 Ready, Set—Utility Survey 
 
Number of children assessed: 
 
Ages in months of children assessed: 
 
 
Age in Months # of Children 
61 – 72 months  
73 – 83 months  
Total  
 
 
Please specify the age(s) of the children you assessed with the AEPS-3. 
 
I. Scoring: (Please respond to each question below using a scale of 1–4) 
 
AEPS Ready, Set Score Key: 2 = Mastery performance; 1 = Emerging 
performance; 1 A = Emerging performance with assistance; 1 I = Emerging 
performance incomplete; 1 AI = Emerging performance with assistance and 
incomplete; 0 = No performance 
 
1) The 3-point scoring options are easy to understand 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
2) The 3-point scoring options permit accurate rating of children’s performance 
on AEPS Ready, Set items 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
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3) When assessing children, it is clear when to give a score of “2” 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
4) When assessing children, it is clear when to give a score of “1” with an “A” 
note (1 A) 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
5) When assessing children, it is clear when to give a score of “1” with an “I” 
note (1 I) 
 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
6) When assessing children, it is clear when to give a score of “1” with both an 
“A” and “I” note (1 AI) 
 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
7) When assessing children, it is clear when to give a score of “0” 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
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Note Key: C = Conduct; M = Modification; Q = Quality; R = Report 
 
8) The scoring notes are easy to understand 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
9) The scoring notes provide useful information that enhances the accuracy of 
rating children’s performance on AEPS Ready, Set items 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
10) When assessing children, it is clear when to add a note of “C” for Conduct 
on AEPS Ready, Set items 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
11) When assessing children, it is clear when to add a note of “M” for 
Modification of AEPS Ready, Set items 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
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12) When assessing children, it is clear when to add a note of “Q” for Quality of 
performance on AEPS Ready, Set items 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
13) When assessing children, it is clear when to add a note of “R” for Report of 
performance on AEPS Ready, Set items 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
II. Items and Criteria 
 
Using a scale of 1–4, please rate each goal on the four dimensions (functional, 
teachable, goal easy to understand, goal criterion and example easy to 
understand). Please refer to the AEPS Ready, Set Child Observation Data Forms 
to view the goal examples. Use the “Comments” space below your ratings to note 
a) feedback you have about any of the specific objectives related to that goal, 
and/or b) additional input you have related to the four dimensions. 
4 = Strongly agree 3 = Agree 2 = Disagree 1 = Strongly disagree 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Motor 
 
Area 
 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand A: Functional Skill Use 
1. Manipulates object with two hands,     
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each performing different action 
 
Criterion: Child manipulates object using 
both hands simultaneously, with each hand 
performing different but coordinate 
movements. 
    
Comments: 
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Motor 
 
Area 
 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand B: Mechanics of Writing 
1. Holds writing tool using three-finger 
grasp to write or draw 
Criterion: Child holds writing tool using 
thumb, middle, and index fingers, and 
successfully write or draws. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Motor 
 
Area 
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Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand C: Movement and Coordination 
1. Jumps forward 
 
Criterion: Child jumps forward with feet 
together and both off surface and lands on 
both feet without falling. 
    
Comments: 
2. Skips 
 
Criterion: Child skips at least 15 feet, 
using an alternating step-hop pattern. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Motor 
 
Area 
 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand D. Active Play 
1. Uses hands to hang on play equipment 
with bars 
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Criterion: Child hands from playground 
equipment by holding bars with both hands 
for 3-5 seconds with feet off ground. 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Adaptive 
Area 
 
Strands, Goals, and 
Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand A. Eating and Drinking 
1. Uses culturally appropriate 
social dining skills 
Criterion: Child uses social 
dining skills appropriate to culture, 
such as using napkin to wipe 
mouth; using fingers and utensils 
properly; washing hands 
before/after meal; helping clear 
dishes following meal; asking to 
be excused; complimenting meal. 
    
Comments: 
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II. Items and Criteria: Adaptive 
Area 
 
Strands, Goals, and 
Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand B. Personal Safety 
1. Recognizes and reports 
information regarding safety 
Criterion: Child independently 
identifies dangerous situations and 
tells caregiver or other adult. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
 
IV. Items and Criteria: Cognitive 
Area 
 
Strands, Goals, and 
Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand A. Reasoning 
1. Solves problems using 
multiple strategies 
Criterion: Child uses 
multiple and different strategies, 
that include constructing, 
    
Comments: 
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developing, designing, 
assembling, or formulating new 
ideas or outcomes to solve 
problems and achieve goals. 
 
2. Draws plausible conclusions 
about events beyond personal 
experience 
Criterion: Spontaneously or 
on request, child gives relevant 
reason for suggesting conclusion 
about events child has not 
experienced. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
IV. Items and Criteria: Cognitive 
Area 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand B. Scientific Discovery 
1. Expands simple observations 
and explorations into further 
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inquiry 
 
Criterion: Child goes beyond 
simple sensory observation and 
exploration to ask general 
questions or extend engagement 
with materials. 
Comments: 
2. Anticipates outcome of 
investigation 
Criterion: Child makes 
predictive statement or selects 
specific materials to indicate 
anticipation of immediate or 
future outcome. Actual 
prediction or hypothesis does not 
have to be correct. 
    
Comments: 
3. Investigates to test 
hypothesis 
Criterion: Child uses body or 
selects materials with clear intent 
to test observations, answer 
questions, or discover 
relationships. 
    
Comments: 
4. Transfer knowledge     
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Criterion: Child uses 
knowledge gained from prior 
investigations to make 
increasingly complex 
comparisons, ask expanded 
question, discuss related 
conclusions, or begin associated 
investigations. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Literacy 
Area 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand A. Phonological Awareness 
1. Produces rhyming words given an 
oral prompt 
Criterion: Child produces a rhyming 
word after teacher or peer provides 
verbal models of a consonant-vowel- 
consonant word and one rhyming word. 
Word may be nonsense word. 
    
Comments: 
2. Segments compound words into     
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component words 
 
Criterion: Child responds with 
correct two words used in simple 
compound word, when each word is 
pronounced separately. 
    
Comments: 
3. Segments syllables of two- and 
three-syllable words 
Criterion: Child responds with 
correct sequence of component syllables 
when two or three syllables in word are 
pronounced separately. 
    
Comments: 
4. Segments consonant-vowel- 
consonant (CVC) words into 
individual sounds 
Criterion: Child responds with each 
separate sound in the correct sequence 
when given CVC word. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Literacy 
Area 
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Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand B. Alphabet Knowledge 
1. Names all upper and lower case 
letters of alphabet 
Criterion: Child correctly states 
or signs letter name of all 
handwritten or printed upper and 
lower case letters in English or other 
alphabet, presented separately in 
random sequence. 
    
Comments: 
2. Reads simple CVC and sight 
word text 
Criterion: Child reads short book 
or selected pages (approximately 8 
sentences) with pictures, by 
sounding out CVC words that follow 
regular decodable patterns and 
recognizing frequently occurring 
sight words (e.g, a, an, and, the, was, 
in, said, he, it). 
    
Comments: 
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II. Items and Criteria: Literacy 
Area 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand C. Vocabulary and Story Comprehension 
1. Retells simple story 
 
Criterion: Child retells story 
from book in own words, in correct 
sequence with beginning, middle, 
and ending. Child retells story in 
reasonable time frame without 
looking at book or pictures. 
    
Comments: 
2. Demonstrates understanding of 
abstract story vocabulary 
Criterion: Child correctly 
answers questions and uses terms 
(e.g., character, setting, plot, 
timeline/sequence, problem) to 
discuss or retell stories. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Literacy 
Area 
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Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand D. Writing 
1. “Reads” back own dictation to label or 
caption a picture 
Criterion: Child “reads” back multi- 
sentence picture label or caption written by 
adult after child has drawn and described 
picture. “Reading” does not have to be word- 
for-word but must capture the original 
description without major additions or 
deletions. 
    
Comments: 
2. Writes and draws for a variety of 
purposes 
Criterion: Child writes for functional 
purposes in at least 3 different class activities 
or routines. Child describes drawings and 
written work spontaneously and when asked. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Math 
 
Area 
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Strands, Goals, and 
Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand A. Quantitative Relations 
1. Compares items in sets of 11 to 
12 by counting 
Criterion: Child separately 
counts items in two sets comprised 
of 11 to 20 items and then 
compares to correctly indicate that 
one set has more than, less than, or 
is equal to other. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Math 
 
Area 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and 
Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand B. Math Symbols 
1. Reads and writes numeral for 
quantities up to 5 
Criterion: When presented with 
 
sets of items to 5, child writes and 
    
Comments: 
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labels correct numeral to represent 
number of items. 
 
2. Reads and writes numeral for 
quantities up 6-10 
Criterion: When presented with 
sets of items from 6 to 10, child 
writes and labels correct numeral to 
represent number of items. 
    
Comments: 
3. Reads and writes numeral for 
quantities 11-20 
Criterion: When presented with 
sets of items 11-20, child writes 
and labels correct numeral to 
represent number of items. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Math Area 
 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand C. Addition and Subtraction 
1. Reads and writes symbols for     
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addition (+) and equals (=) 
 
Criterion: Given multiple items, 
pictures of items, or numeral cards, child 
writes or constructs and reads visual 
equation, using + sign to connect the 
quantities and = sign to indicate a sum. 
Sum need not be correct. 
Comments: 
2. Reads and writes symbol for 
subtraction (-) 
Criterion: Given multiple items, 
pictures of items, or numeral cards, child 
writes or constructs and reads visual 
equation, using – sign to connect 
quantities and = sign to indicate a 
difference. Difference need not be correct. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Social-Communication 
Area 
 
Strands, Goals, and 
Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand A. Social Use of Language 
1. Uses language to initiate and     
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sustain social interaction 
 
Criterion: Child uses words, 
gestures, motor actions, 
communication boards, cards, etc., 
in commonly accepted forms to 
establish and maintain social 
exchanges. 
    
Comments: 
2. Provides and seeks 
information while conversing 
with others using words, 
phrases, or sentences 
Criterion: Child uses language 
to provide to and seek information 
from others. 
    
Comments: 
3. Uses conversational rules 
when communicating with others 
Criterion: Child uses 
conversational rules to engage in 
two or more consecutive 
communicative exchanges. Child 
varies form, length, and 
grammatical complexity of phrases 
and sentences according to 
listener’s needs and social needs 
    
Comments: 
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II. Items and Criteria: Social-Emotional 
Area 
 
Strands, Goals, and 
Criteria 
Goal 
Functional 
Goal 
Teachable 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is Easy 
to Understand 
Strand A. Interactions with Peers 
1. Maintains cooperative activity 
 
Criterion: Child uses verbal or 
nonverbal strategies to maintain 
cooperative activity and to 
encourage peer to participate. Child 
varies form, length, and 
grammatical complexity of phrases 
and sentences according to 
listener’s needs and social needs 
(pragmatics). 
    
Comments: 
 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Social-Emotional 
Area 
(pragmatics). 
139  
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand B. Independent and Group Participation 
1. Interacts appropriately with others 
during small group activities 
Criterion: Child interacts 
appropriately with others during a 
variety of structured small group 
activities (i.e., 5 or fewer children). 
    
Comments: 
2. Interacts appropriately with others 
during large group activities 
Criterion: During a variety of 
structured large group activities (i.e., 6 
or more children) child interacts 
appropriately with others. 
    
Comments: 
3. Initiates and completes independent 
activities 
Criterion: Child initiates and 
completes age-appropriate activities 
without adult prompting. 
    
Comments: 
4. Resolves conflicts using negotiation     
140  
Criterion: Child initiates solution to 
bring about agreement when in conflict 
with peer or adult. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
 
II. Items and Criteria: Social-Emotional 
Area 
 
 
Strands, Goals, and Criteria 
 
Goal 
Functional 
 
Goal 
Teachable 
 
Goal Easy to 
Understand 
Criterion is 
Easy to 
Understand 
Strand C. Meeting Social Expectations 
1. Meets observable physical needs in 
socially appropriate ways 
Criterion: Child takes independent and 
socially appropriate action to address 
physical needs such as being dirty, containing 
germs, or being too cold/warm. 
    
Comments: 
2. Follows content-specific rules 
 
Criterion: Child follows context-specific 
rules in a variety of community settings. 
    
Comments: 
3. Relates identifying information about     
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self 
 
Criterion: Child correctly communicates 
identifying information about self, including 
first and last name, address, and phone 
number. 
    
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
III. Usefulness of AEPS Ready, Set for its intended 
purposes 
1) AEPS Ready, Set is easily administered in the school setting 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
2) AEPS Ready, Set items provide useful information for summarizing 
individual child strengths in regards to school readiness 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
3) AEPS Ready, Set items provide useful information for monitoring school 
readiness skills 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
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4) AEPS Ready, Set items are readily available in the classroom setting 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
 
5) Requiring the use of I and/or A with a 1 score will provide useful information 
 
Strongly agree (4) Agree (3) Disagree (2) Strongly disagree (1) 
    
 
 
6) Please indicate how long it took you to complete the AEPS Ready, Set 
assessment in number of minutes and duration (e.g., completed AEPS 
Ready, Set in 15 minutes over a 2-day period). 
 
 
Number of hours: _Range:  
 
Duration in days (e.g., over 5 days) or weeks (e.g., within a one-week 
period) 
  Range:  
 
7) We’re interested in hearing your perspective on the strengths and 
weaknesses of the 3rd edition of AEPS Ready, Set. 
 
 
Strengths: 
143  
 
 
Weaknesses: 
 
 
 
8) Please provide any additional information you’d like to share about your 
experience using AEPS-3 Ready, Set. 
 
 
Individual Responses: 
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